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Youth houses in Morocco are public institutions that focus on the integration of 
Moroccan youth in the social and economic fabric of society. The Moroccan Ministry of Youth 
and Sports made evaluation a pivotal component of its 2030 vision. Yet, it does not involve any 
mandates for internal evaluations. Given the fierce competition for grants and efforts for more 
financial accountability, funders now require organizations to be able to conduct internal 
evaluations. This makes building evaluation capacity for Dar Chababs an important step towards 
better practice, more funding and effective participation in the national evaluation mandate. 
Building evaluation capacity in organizations through workshops, guides, trainings, participatory 
evaluation, and external evaluators has become increasingly critical. One of the least explored 
approaches is the participatory framework. This study carried out a participatory evaluation in 3 
youth houses in a city in Morocco over a period of 5 months to examine its effects on evaluation 
capacity building at the individual, program and organizational levels. A mixed methods 
approach with concurrent triangulation design was adopted to analyze quantitative and 
qualitative data. A repeated measures t-test was used to analyze pre and post evaluation data. 
Results suggest participatory approach has significant effect on 9 of the 11 constructs of 
Evaluation Capacity Building. Fieldnote and interview data validate the quantitative results 
indicating that relationships with stakeholders, organizational support and focus on participation 
are key to evaluation and capacity building. Data also suggest that sharing control of the process 
and joint decision making were important principles of the participatory approach that led to 
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If the Arab Spring changed one single thing in the Middle East and North Africa region, 
it would have to be the way governments perceive and understand their youth. Morocco is often 
touted as an exception to the rule in the way it managed to avoid the wave of political unrest and 
take a more peaceful approach to change. However, this did not change the fact that the political 
leadership represented by the monarch and government now have a new perception of youth, 
their importance, and their potential. One of the ways in which this is reflected is the sudden 
interest, efforts, and funds specified for youth and their development. King Mohamed VI 
initiated these efforts following the 2011 political events. In translating his new and fresh 
perspectives on youth into an actual plan, the government published the National Integrated 
Strategy for Youth (2014). In one of his speeches, the monarch addressed the nation on national 
television, explaining how Morocco needs to “ 
deal with youth as a development stimulating force. [It] requires us to develop an all-
inclusive strategy that puts a stop to the disorganized and dispersed sectoral services 
offered to youth through the adoption of new policies that harmonize all these services” 
(National Integrated Strategy for Youth, 2014, p. v).  
In 2014, the Ministry of Youth and Sports published the 2015-2030 strategy that aims at 
providing “Moroccan youth, males and females, with the capabilities and opportunities that 
enables them to mature into adulthood through high quality education, access to decent work, 
and adequate health services” (National Integrated Strategy for Youth, 2014 p.18). Although 
healthcare and education are part of the new strategy, the new political climate brought forward 




and decent jobs are now the driving force of the Arab Spring movements led by youth. This 
resulted in making the overall defining feature of the new strategy to be economic in nature. The 
new approach is meant to highlight the idea that government intends to help the youth feel part 
of the social and economic fabric of society. They want to do that by enhancing their 
employability and providing access to opportunities. Statistics have 50% of youth aged between 
15 and 29 as both unemployed and out of school (National Integrated Strategy for Youth, 2014, 
p. 20). Yet, the strategy makes the point that socio-economic integration into society is not 
necessarily connected to unemployment. This new way of thinking is reflected in the new 
comprehensive approach the Ministry adopted. It takes into consideration issues that affect 
quality of life after getting a decent job, like healthcare, human rights, and religion. To this end, 
the Ministry worked and is still working closely with the Ministry of Employment and Social 
Affairs to improve the socio-economic integration of Moroccan youth. The product of this work 
is the 2020 vision. It is a set of short-term goals with four major areas set to receive immediate 
attention. The vision also works in sync with the overall strategy adopted by the government. 
The specific areas are: 
1.  Economic opportunities. 
2. Access to services and closing the geographic gap (between rural and urban areas). 
3. Active participation in social and civil decision making. 
4. Support for human rights. 
The two governmental bodies behind this vision promise to continue keeping lines of 
communication with youth open across the country through studies, open forums, and 
conferences to gather data about youth, their interests, worries and problems. The Ministry of 




with the spaces and resources they need to move forward in their lives and reach their potential. 
One of the major spatial resources offered to the youth is the Ministry’s national network of Dar 
Chababs (Arabic for “youth houses”), which have been available in both rural and urban areas 
across Morocco since the independence. The Ministry provides other services and resources to 
youth like centers for reception, vocational training, children protection, camping, centers for 
women, and pre-school education as well as study centers offered to the Ministry in the form of 
grants by the monarch or a member of his family. However, youth houses are at the top of their 
youth-reaching capacity. Of all the centers administered and run by the Ministry, the network of 
youth houses is the largest.  
Dar Chababs, as a category, take the top spot among the services and spaces offered to 
the youth for many reasons. There are 602 Dar Chababs across the country compared to 389 pre-
school centers, 309 centers for women, 96 centers for vocational training, 20 children protection 
centers (Youth Institutions, 2017). Dar Chababs are often geographically close and readily 
available for youth to participate in activities or clubs that interest them. Unlike camping centers 
that only receive groups of youth on holidays, reception centers that receive out of town/country 
youth groups, or vocational training centers that have an academic sense to them, a Dar Chabab 
is a versatile, multipurpose, proximate, and available center for youth. They offer after-school 
programs and weekend programs as well as clubs that serve the interests of the local youth. They 
are also required by law to host local associations or youth clubs other than the ones they offer. 
Any association that works within the areas that the Dar Chabab serves is allowed to use the 
space and resources of the Dar Chabab. In some areas, Dar Chababs offer services to vulnerable 
and disadvantaged groups in poverty-stricken communities, abandoned children or women 




available everywhere as Dar Chababs. In some instances, especially in rural areas, the Dar 
Chabab works as a hub for these interests and hosts the activities and services of all these 
centers.  
Nature of the Problem 
Given the availability and proximity of these houses to the youth and considering that 
that they reach many more young people than any other services or resources offered by the 
Ministry, their work needs to receive more attention and more examination in order to enhance 
quality. Today, these houses receive much less support than they require for the work they do. 
According to the official website of the Ministry, six million people benefit from the services of 
these houses every year (Dour Shabab, 2017). For them to reach this sizable number of youth, 
their importance ought to make them a top priority in terms of administrative and financial 
support. Considering the services they offer to youth, quality is a concern for these houses that 
are not receiving enough attention. Checking the Ministry’s website, there is no indication of any 
reports about research or evaluations that were carried out about the quality and the effectiveness 
of the work of these youth houses in Arabic, French, or English. In general, studies about 
Moroccan youth are very scarce and are often descriptive, making empirical studies a much-
needed effort to understand the effective approaches to social integration. Mohammed El 
Gheyyatt, an expert in youth organizations and professor in the College of Education in Rabat 
writes, “Moroccan society is in a dire need of empirical studies about youth and their position in 
society” (El Gheyatt, 2011 p.16). Empirical studies on youth houses are even more scarce. One 
approach to solving this issue is to conduct internal evaluations in order to learn more about the 
quality of the work being done in youth houses. Evaluations are not too complex for the limited 




is explained by the effect that evaluation has on organizations. Evaluation that is based on clear 
standards and criteria is a “highly rational approach […] toward perceiving and representing 
program quality” (Stake, 2004, p. 58).  
An integral part of the overall national strategy is monitoring and evaluation (National 
Integrated Strategy for Youth, 2014, p.36). The Ministry claims that it is keeping the work and 
efforts of the strategy under external and internal monitoring and evaluation. However, it is still 
difficult to track any evaluative work that has been done or is being done. The Ministry’s website 
does not publish any reports on evaluations that were carried out. Dar Chababs or other centers 
do not have official websites. It is possible that evaluations are not published and only done for 
internal use to inform the decision making of the ongoing national strategy. In either case, little 
or no effort is made to offer these houses the possibility of benefiting from the evaluation results, 
let alone equip them with the skills they need to carry out evaluations on their own--evaluation 
that would take into consideration their own specific contexts and resources. This study is an 
attempt to help with this demand. The goal of the study is to offer an example of an evaluation of 
three Dar Chababs and their programs. It also aims at using the evaluation experience to measure 
the extent to which these efforts have helped build evaluation capacity in these Dar Chababs. 
Significance of the Study 
In my childhood, the Dar Chabab for me was a way to fill up my otherwise dull and 
eventless Saturday and Sunday mornings. Instead of watching cartoons or brawl with my older 
siblings, I would ask my mother for permission to let me go to Dar Chabab. I would walk 
through the narrow streets of the medina for 15 minutes, exiting the imperial walls of the old 
city. At the Dar Chabab, there was always something happening. If I did not find my favorite 




were doing something I found interesting or looked fun. Some activities required a fee for 
participation, notably trips to museums or to the pool. If the activity was at the Dar Chabab and 
there was no fee required, the leaders had an understanding that a child regardless of registration 
was better off with them than out on the street, which made spending time at the Dar Chabab 
much easier and more accessible. 
 The late 1980s and early 1990s were considered the “golden years” to some of the 
activists that I spoke to. They often reminisce over how busy the houses would be. I recall the 
houses being hubs for associations with all types of interests. There were people who cared about 
animals, music, chess, painting murals, or creating artwork. There were theater, trips, and pool 
days. There were always multiple activities going on at the same time. The ones I often attended 
were the morning long sessions for elementary school children. These sessions would usually 
take up to three hours and would include different activities often opening with reciting Quran 
verses and practicing children songs in groups. The leader of the activity would have us all stand 
in a semi-circle and guide us through parts of an anthem in a fashion similar to that of an 
orchestra conductor. You go home with that melody running in your head all week long with the 
lyrics. The purpose of the “anasheed” (Arabic for songs or anthems) is to get you to memorize 
the lyrics that often carried a message. The messages, as I remember, were about being a well-
behaved, studious child who respects his teacher, his parents and people older than him. The 
lyrics taught lessons of loving your country and abiding by your faith; appreciating the work of 
nurses, doctors, farmers, police to name a few. The other activities depended on the schedule, but 
they often included group games like the music chair game. As a child, it was hard to grasp the 




give children a space other than school to develop socially and emotionally, a space that is not 
supervised by authority figures like teachers or parents at home.  
Going into my teenage years, I started losing interest in these activities. The only reason I 
went to the Dar Chabab during middle and high school was to play soccer and basketball. During 
college, I stopped going because I did not see anything that would help me with what I needed at 
that phase in my life. In college, I was interested in learning how to use computers and new 
software. I needed to find activities that could help supplement my education and to find people 
who could offer guidance about transitioning from college to the job market. After graduating 
from the university, I met new friends who had the same experiences as I did. They had already 
started a new association and it was well underway. I was first asked if I could help tutor high 
school students in French and English and help them prepare for their high school national exam 
(baccalaureat). I was then asked to join the association team in a leadership position. I joined as 
the treasurer for the association for two years. Our association was fortunate enough to have 
enough income from tutoring programs that it did not need the support of the Dar Chabab 
consistently. Yet, we still used the space of the Dar Chabab when we needed it for larger events. 
The association I was a part of was not too different from the ones I used to attend as a child. It 
also focused on education and offering after school programs for children as well as summer 
camps. I was personally not interested in working with young children. Based on my 
observations of what was going on at the Dar Chabab, I shared with my colleagues an interest in 
programming that focused on younger adults. They were receptive and encouraging and so a new 
club for young adults was formed. The main purpose of the club was to be responsive to the 
needs of local youth and try and provide opportunities to prepare them for future professional 




of the series focused on technology and helping youth learn how computers work and how to use 
Microsoft Word to write resumes. Another series focused on finding and applying for jobs, 
interviewing, and language skills. A third series focused on bringing speakers who were 
advanced in their professional fields to talk about their journeys and provide real-life examples 
of success.  
With few resources available to us, we managed to offer something that the majority of 
Dar Chababs failed to offer. I felt that the Dar Chababs I went to were all held in this traditional 
cycle that recreates the same type of activities. Looking at the clubs that Dar Chababs often offer 
to their youth, you can almost always find theater, music and children activities and camps. My 
experience with Dar Chababs is hardly a unique one. Most children who like and enjoy their 
local Dar Chabab often lose interest in teenage years moving to early adulthood. Most children 
do not find their way back. Dar Chababs with their traditional practices may not be meeting the 
needs of current youth. To find out how they are or are not meeting the needs of current youth, 
evaluations need to be conducted. Evaluation would give a voice to the youth and leaders need to 
listen. 
Even though they can be important and useful, evaluations conducted by the Ministry 
remain external, top-down interventions from the perspective of a Dar Chabab. Internal 
evaluations conducted by the Dar Chabab’s staff and participating members have the potential of 
making more sense for several reasons. Internal evaluation can be responsive in nature. 
Responsiveness to the needs of an organization can have an immediate effect on quality. 
Research shows that developing the organization’s capacity to do evaluation internally is more 
likely to empower the organization to find out about their shortcomings and subsequently 




2003; Cattaneo & Chapman, 2010; Preskill & Boyle, 2008; Sheldon, 2016). The need for 
evaluations to be responsive is an important advantage that internal evaluations have. This line of 
thinking goes in sync with the need for evaluation to be more useful and more functional for 
organizations and programs. Responsiveness and attention to the particular needs of 
organizations is at the heart of the theory of evaluation use (Cousins & Earl, 1992; Greene, 
1988).  
Even more useful than conducting evaluations is the need to help build organizational or 
programs’ capacity to conduct evaluations internally using their own resources. Supporting 
programs so they carry out evaluations on their own has been recognized as one of the fastest 
growing and central fields in the evaluation literature for the past two decades (Compton & 
Baizerman, 2007; Fierro, 2012; Preskill & Boyle, 2008; Simmons et al., 2015). Any activity 
performed for the purpose of helping an organization learn how to carry on an evaluation without 
external help goes under the umbrella term “Evaluation Capacity Building,” or ECB. 
Evaluation Capacity Building is a fairly recent field in the study of evaluation. Labin et 
al., (2012) synthesized the research on this field and offered a definition of ECB that has since 
been widely cited. It is “an intentional process to increase individual motivation, knowledge, and 
skills, and to enhance a group or organization’s ability to conduct or use evaluation.” One of the 
main objectives of ECB is bringing academic researchers and practitioners together in one 
process to reach the same goal. The ultimate goal is for these two groups to work together to help 
organizations develop the needed capacity to be able to conduct internal evaluation on their own. 
This is the objective of this project as well. The significance of this project is mainly twofold: 
1. Help youth houses carry out evaluations responsive to their particular needs using 




2. Contribute to a better understanding of the links between the participatory model and 
ECB. 
The first goal will benefit the youth houses. For them, to participate in conducting an 
evaluation of their own programs is a way to learn about the effectiveness of their own work, to 
learn more about the youth they work with, to learn more about what is working and what is not 
and subsequently learn about overall quality in their organization. In order to do that, they need 
to be heavily involved in the decision-making part of this evaluation. Evaluating their own 
programs with the help and guidance of an external expert is a partnership that can be rewarding 
for both parties involved. The second goal is purely academic. It helps advance research on ECB. 
The particular interest of the study is to focus on the participatory model of evaluation.  
Research Objectives and Questions  
This project is guided by one main question: To what extent can the participatory model of 
evaluation build evaluation capacity in youth houses in Morocco? The main question is guided 
by the following central questions: 
1. What are some of the existing evaluative practices that youth houses in Morocco 
have? 
2. How do youth house staff and member associations perceive and understand 
evaluation? 
3. What specific elements in the participatory model build evaluation capacity? 
4. What specific areas of evaluation practice will see capacity development through the 
participatory model? 
Research and the practice of evaluation in Morocco, like many other developing 




individuals, organizations and programs to the purpose of evaluation and the ways it could help 
their practice. Evaluation is often misunderstood to mean assessment and testing among 
academic researchers. Outside of the academic world, people often describe it as academic 
research. While this project is not primarily meant to change people’s perceptions of evaluation, 
it intends to help participants understand it better by seeing how it is practiced and why it is 
done.  
Today, evaluation in Morocco is limited to government agencies and international 
development organizations. In July 2014, the Moroccan parliament passed a bill that saw the 
Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research create an agency to specifically carry out 
evaluations. The new agency bears the name of ANAEQ –a French acronym for the National 
Agency for Assessment and Quality Assurance in Higher Education and Scientific Research. The 
purpose of the new agency is to conduct nation-wide evaluations of higher education institutions 
(ANAEQ, 2018). Universities and schools would receive copies of the reports produced by the 
agency’s evaluations. However, there is no mention, guidance, or assistance from the agency as 
to how these institutions can make use of the “aim of obtaining or renewing the accreditation” 
(ANAEQ, 2018). The Agency’s website clearly states that the results will be used for decision-
making purposes. They will help the Ministry of Higher Education manage its academic 
programs better by either continuing to support them, require changes or request them closed. 
Currently, youth houses, much like many other institutions in Morocco, have little to no 
expectations to perform internal evaluations. Ministries and governmental agencies routinely 
perform monitoring tasks in order to keep track of financial and human resources and to have a 
general idea of how these institutions are operating. It was not until recently that the word 




Two examples of this are the National Integrated Strategy for Youth (2014) for the Ministry of 
Youth and Sports and the future work of ANAEQ. Evaluation is listed as one of the success 
standards of the MYS strategy. However, internal evaluations that respond to the particular 
challenges and needs of these public organizations are not encouraged nor mandated by the 
government. 
Using evaluation results to help in the process of decision making is a highly common 
occurrence across the globe. However, in many Western countries, evaluations are needed for 
purposes other than just decision making. It is common practice for evaluation results to be used 
to enhance practice and performance within organizations and programs. In Morocco, however, 
governmental agencies mandate evaluations because they need the results to inform and support 
decisions often publicly announced later on. The newly created ANAEQ in Morocco is an 
example of a government body that mandates evaluations solely for accreditation and financial 
decision making. Larger international non-governmental organizations, however, like the United 
Nations, routinely hire international evaluation experts to help conduct evaluations of their own 
projects. The purpose, sometimes, is to evaluate the likelihood of success for some projects that 
have proved successful and yielded coveted results elsewhere and see if the new context 
furnishes the same conditions for success. One characteristic of such evaluation projects is that 
they are external. They usually involve an evaluation expert coming into the organization to 
conduct the evaluation and see how the program is working towards the intended objectives. For 
a higher education institution, the work of the evaluation agency will most likely be perceived 
differently because it has different purposes. The evaluation of the agency are external mandates 
and the institutions have a legal obligation to help in the evaluation should they want all of their 




different. They are used to inform practice and help program staff think critically about their 
work. They help organizations learn about their own programs and work on making them better. 
They are also more likely to be supported by staff and employees. Internal evaluations share 
characteristics with action research. The difference between an externally mandated and an 
internally triggered evaluation is the difference between an academic researcher coming into a 
classroom to conduct an academic study versus a teacher conducting action research for his own 
class in that particular school in that particular semester. Each approach has its own specific way 
of informing practice.  
Purpose of the Study 
Youth houses are public institutions. They receive public funding from the Ministry of 
Youth and Sports. In 2017, the Ministry’s share of the budget was 1.4% of the national 
Moroccan government budget. It was an increase from a 0.8 % in 2016 following an increase 
from 0.6% in 2015. The former Minister Khalid El-Berjaoui commented that even if his 
Ministry’s budget saw an increase by double, it would still not be enough to serve the needs of 
the youth and a reasonable sports infrastructure (Haroudi, 2015). Moroccan youth constitute 65% 
of the population according to the 2014 Census. This demographic is highly important and 
explains the reasons why the government sees the potential of this segment of the population. 
This understanding is yet to be translated into reality considering the Ministry’s budget. The 
funds spent on youth by the government speaks volumes of the need for alternative sources of 
funding. One of the sources can be international governmental and non-governmental assistance 
organizations and NGOs. One of the best examples is the US Embassy in Morocco. The US 
Embassy runs the US-Middle East Partnership Initiative Local Grants Program. Its goals fall into 




the (MEPI) program are to 1) strengthen civil society; 2) support constructive advocacy and civic 
activism; 3) support efforts for economic, social, and political empowerment; and 4) expand 
opportunities for women and youth (U.S. Department of State Middle East Partnership Initiative 
(MEPI) Local Grants Program, 2017). Looking at the Ministry’s declared mission for youth 
houses, one can observe the overlapping descriptions between their goals. However, if a youth 
house were to apply for such grants, they would need to develop a more professional structure 
that would allow them to compete for such funds. Conducting internal evaluations is often part of 
that profile. MEPI usually requires results of previously conducted evaluations to help make 
funding decisions and often require evaluations as part of the grant’s operation.  
Financial accountability concerns from the granting bodies lead to requesting results of 
evaluations as proof that funds will be used in the most accountable and responsible ways. Youth 
houses in Morocco, as they stand today, are not equipped with the skills nor the resources to 
conduct evaluations. Should they want to apply for grants from international organizations, they 
ought to develop capacity on multiple fronts and conducting evaluations on their own is one of 
them. Their grant applications would have better chances at getting approved if they could 
supplement it with evidence and data. In case a funding organization places evaluations as a 
condition for granting funds, youth houses could benefit from evaluation capacity development 
efforts. Using evidence and data to back the claims and proposals for funding from governmental 
sources or otherwise significantly raises the chances of organizations getting more money to 
support their work (Fierro, 2012; Lanum, 2004; Simmons et al., 2015). Beyond the need to 
enhance their competitiveness, youth houses contribute significant and important work that is 
youth empowering and mobilizing. Youth houses provide a space for 65% of the population to 




as well as programs that help them learn social, organizational, and leadership skills. The fact 
that a child can find an after-school program available to him where he can socialize, play and 
learn is highly important. These reasons explain the mission of these youth houses. The services 
these houses provide are essential and need to receive significant support.  
Definition of Terms 
I use a number of key terms that will be recurring throughout this paper. Some of these 
terms may mean different things for different readers from different academic disciplines. In this 
section, I define some of the terms in order to clarify what I mean by each one. 
Evaluation: In his book Standards-Based and Responsive Evaluation, Robert Stake offers 
a general definition of the term evaluation: “The comparison of the condition or performance of 
something to one or more standards” (Stake, 2004). Later in the same book he goes on to talk 
about “the sine qua non” of evaluation; a Latin term used to refer to the indispensable and 
essential function or ingredient of something without which it cannot exist. For evaluation that 
would be “the determination of merit and shortcoming” (p. 17). For Stake, to evaluate something 
is to determine what it does well, its value, and merit as well as what it does not do well or what 
it fails to do well. Carol Weiss adds the fact that this process needs to follow certain agreed upon 
rules or methods. Weiss (1998) offers this widely used definition: “the systematic assessment of 
the operation and/or the outcomes of a program or policy, compared to a set of explicit or 
implicit standards, as a means of contributing to the improvement of the program or policy” (p. 
4). Evaluation for this study is seen as process used to determine merit and value through 
systematic assessments based on a set number of explicit or implicit criteria.  
Participatory Evaluation: If evaluation is meant to determine the value, merit of a 




participation of the program or community people in the evaluation process. The approach has 
roots in several theories, utilizes research, and considers transformation, and empowerment. But 
let’s start with some of the defining principles of participatory evaluation outlined by Crishna 
(2007): 
1. Everyone involved in the programme shares control over the process of 
evaluation.  
2. The objectives are set in a group and jointly with all the people concerned in the 
programme, keeping in mind that everyone has his or her own agenda.  
3. Working out the difficulties faced by everyone helps in strengthening the 
programme.  
4. There is a process of collective awareness raising. (p. 218) 
Evaluation Capacity Building: Capacity building refers to the purposeful efforts made to 
help people, communities, organizations develop their abilities to do something. For instance, 
building athletic capacity for a school would refer to deliberate, planned efforts made to help this 
school become athletically competitive. One way to do this is through providing the school with 
strategies to attract athletic talent (players and coaches). When it comes to evaluation, building 
an organization’s capacity for evaluation refers to the “intentional process to increase individual 
motivation, knowledge, and skills, and to enhance a group or organization’s ability to conduct or 
use evaluation” (Labin, Duffy, Meyers, Wandersman, & Lesesne, 2012). 
Context of the Study 
Youth houses hold a significant position in MYS’s strategy. Headquartered in the capital 
city of Rabat, the Ministry is at the top of the decision-making structure. Organizationally, youth 




department of youth, childhood and women’s affairs manages youth houses all over the country. 
In each of the 12 regions of Morocco, the Ministry has a delegation office that oversees the 
implementation of the Ministry’s strategy in that region. According to their website, the city 
where this study took place has 3 youth houses owned by the Ministry and managed by the local 
municipality and Ministry delegation serving the larger urban area. Due to limitations in the 
financial resources, the Ministry usually employs one director and one or two employees per 
house depending on the size of the house and how many programs it runs. The house staff team 
manages the day to day tasks of the house that include the administrative tasks, property 
maintenance, as well as leading clubs based on the interests of the local youth, their participation 
as well as the available human and financial resources. Each house, by law, is required to offer 
access to the spaces as well as assistance to local associations and youth groups in a number of 
ways. One is to allow them to use the available resources of the house provided they abide by the 
house rules. Any local association can request to use the house rooms, the theater, the sports 
court etc. to hold their activities. The house staff does not usually lead those activities because 
they lead their own clubs. Member associations hold events and activities according to an agreed 
upon schedule. The leadership and management of the house is participatory in nature. The 
Ministry requires that house staff organize in-house elections in the beginning of every season 
that starts with the school year in order to elect a board. Members of this board are comprised of 
the house director, his 2 or 3 staff members and the president/representative of member 
associations. The board meets frequently to discuss the fair distribution of the house resources as 
well as agree on the schedule of events. The structure of the house leadership within the larger 
system is a simple top-down system. MYS manages the local delegations who in turn manage the 




Taking a historical look at these institutions provides a better understanding of how their 
structure have evolved into its current form. Dar Chababs are the product of colonial French 
governance. On February 18th, 1941 a new Dhahir (Bill) was passed to build a series of new 
youth cultural centers the main purpose of which was to promote French language and culture 
among youth as a measure to fight revolutionists calling for Morocco’s independence. In the 
years following 1941, a number of new Dhahirs were passed imposing new policies that saw the 
creation of “cultural clubs.” These were later renamed as youth clubs forming the basic network 
of youth houses in the country. Morocco officially gained independence in 1956. Two years 
later, a new Dhahir was passed on November 15, 1958 that was titled the Public Freedom Act. 
This Dhahir regulated how associations can be formed; how people can legally gather in public 
as well as freedom of speech in the field of journalism and publishing. The new law served as a 
foundational framework for all political and associative work in Morocco. Soon after 
independence and with the new Dhahir, youth clubs were renamed youth houses and the 
government on building more houses throughout Morocco. This led to a larger nationwide 
network. Together with nascent political parties, Dar Chababs gave birth to a new spirit of civic 
activism founded on values of citizenship, solidarity and volunteering (Takhalouicht, 2012). 
The period between 1970 and 1984 is often referred to as the emergent years of youth 
work and civic society. Morocco was in a process of building its national institutions that 
educated and trained directors, managers, and leaders in the public sector. Notably, the creation 
of the “Institut Royal de Formation des Cadres de Jeunesse et de Sport” (Royal Institute for the 
Education and Training of Youth and Sports Managers) had a profound effect on the rise and 
prosperity of youth houses in Morocco. In 1975 for instance, newly trained general managers of 




participation and execution of the Green March initiated by the late King Hassan II. The purpose 
of the march was to force the remaining Spanish military personnel to leave the Southern 
provinces of Morocco in order to complete the territorial integrity of the Kingdom.  
The next major phase in youth house history is marked by the process of decentralizing 
management. In 1985, local municipalities were given the power to build and supervise youth 
houses. This gave Dar Chababs the power to manage their own resources as they see fit creating 
and promoting their own events. This eventually gave youth houses power to open up to the 
communities they serve and move away from executing national ministerial plans. However, 
budgeting issues and corruption plagued the local municipalities, which in turn pushed 
legislators to drive youth houses to the fringes of public policy eventually directing funding to 
other sectors deemed more important. Soon after, youth houses lost their momentum and turned 
from organizations taking the lead with youth work into shells and frameworks open for civic 
society. Municipalities and the Ministry did not seek to change the status quo because it meant 
youth houses would require more funding, which was something they were not keen on doing. In 
2011, with the wave of youth movements that toppled a number of neighboring Arab leaders, 
Moroccan youth found motivation to take to the streets and demand more from their government 
which eventually brought some changes both in policy and funding (Takhalouicht, 2012). 
Salto-Youth, a resource center funded by the European Union, aims to provide training 
and non-formal resources for youth workers and youth leaders in Mediterranean countries 
through its network of seven centers published a report about the status of youth work in 
Morocco. In this report, Snijder (2012) commented on the reasons why youth houses across 
Morocco are not functioning very well. The first problem is access; the number of houses across 




services. The second problem is the uneven distribution of houses between rural and urban areas. 
Large urban centers seem to be well covered compared to some rural areas that seem to be 
completely neglected. The third problem is the seemingly random distribution of houses even 
within urban areas. A good example is Khemissat which has a population 110,000 and has 16 
youth houses, while a large urban city like Tangier with a population of 700,000 only has 3 
houses. As mentioned before, this is a result of a policy that gave local authorities the decision-
making power to build youth houses. Some local municipalities had more funding and/or cared 
more about youth work thus ending up with more houses being built in a certain area while other 
municipalities simply chose to leave youth work on the bottom of their list of priorities. Snijder 
(2012) reported that most youth houses if not all are still poorly funded, understaffed and lack 
the equipment and resources needed to perform the tasks the Ministry wants them to perform. 
Snijder’s report was published in 2012, the state of Dar Chababs in Morocco has not seen any 
significant change. Although they are the Ministry’s largest and most important network of 
centers to reach youth, they are often neglected with minimal funding. Some Dar Chababs would 
not fit within this description because specific municipalities decided to provide more funding, or 
they received grants from larger NGOs. These cases remain extremely rare. The general 
condition of Dar Chababs is approximately the same across the country. As a child, I saw the Dar 
Chabab as a place to spend my Sunday morning chanting and singing with other kids, playing 
games and doing activities. As a teenager, I saw it as a place to play soccer and basketball. I 
believe the majority of youth today have a limited perception of what a Dar Chabab can offer 
them. Soon after the events of 2011, youth were more optimistic about potential changes. Yet, 
these changes have not materialized. The latest updates and numbers were announced by the 




revitalize the old network of 603 youth houses across Morocco by renovating the buildings and 
purchasing necessary new equipment; second, grow the network by building new youth houses; 
and third, mandate and support youth houses to offer more than just theater, music, and games 
activities by introducing technology, multipurpose rooms, exhibition spaces, multimedia rooms 
with Wi-Fi connectivity, foreign language courses, and tutoring sessions for the sciences. The 
budget that will allow for these changes to occur is based on an increase in the Ministry’s budget 
for youth work by 20% for the 2018 fiscal year. According to a report by Chaoui (2017), the new 
increase will pump 1.2 Billion MAD (close to 124 Million US Dollars) into the youth department 
in the Ministry. These new announcements came after the data for this study had already been 
collected. 
As it stands today, the network of more than 603 Dar Chababs in Morocco offer an 
educational, cultural, and social space for the youth to get involved and participate in activities 
that interest them. Activities offered include theatre, music, dance, cinema, arts and sports. The 
house works to create an environment that fosters values such as democracy, tolerance, open-
mindedness, and social responsibility (Dour Shabab, 2017). In addition to that, the houses try to 
support youth in their educational and professional careers by offering classes and training in 
skills that may help them perform better in school or in the job market. Skills in computer 
science, languages, and tutoring sessions in specific courses are a focus. 
 The Ministry’s website has pages for each youth house as well as a list of the activities 
offered. The website does not get updated regularly since the clubs’ schedules and availability 
change frequently due to youth interest, leader and space availability. I noted that one of the 




this study was conducted in three houses within the urban limits of a large city in Morocco. 
These three houses are as follow: 
Dar Chabab One: Located in between the old and the new town in the Western part of the 
city, it was built in 1987. Work in this house started in 1988. It mainly serves the youth of the old 
town and some smaller neighboring areas. It employs a director and one employee. Twenty 
associations are active participating members and use the property for their respective activities. 
The staff offers 5 clubs (theater, anti-aids, and one chess club) 
  
Figure 1. Dar Chabab One main hall. June 24, 
2017 
Figure 2. Dar Chabab One meeting room. 
October, 07, 2017 
 
 




In comparison to the other two Dar Chababs, this one was the cleanest and most 
organized Dar Chabab I have ever visited. As soon as you walk in, you can notice that more 
funding is given to this Dar Chabab compared to the others. Only 40% of Dar Chababs across 
Morocco have an outdoor field where youth can play sports like soccer or basketball. Figure 3 
shows the basketball field often used by youth to train local school teams and youth who just 
want to practice as well as a large garden surrounding the main building. Figure 1 shows what 
you see once inside the main building, you find the main hall with tables for pool, foosball, and 
ping pong. This space is often used for when youth are socializing or spending time together 
during an event or when they are waiting for an event happening either in the theater upstairs or 
in one of the adjacent rooms. I have seen events and performances taking place in the main hall 
while youth or children sit in the chairs all around the room. The administration offices are to the 
right and the stairs to the left lead you to the second floor where a theater occupies the entire 
floor of the house. All around you find private rooms that are used for meetings, holding 
workshops, music sessions, etc., as Figure 2 shows.  
Dar Chabab Two: Located on the eastern part of the city, this Dar Chabab was 
established in 1965. It is smaller in size compared to the other two Dar Chababs in the city. The 
house director informed me that he is petitioning the local delegation and municipality not to 
renew the leasing contract on this property and to move the house to another larger property and 
a better neighborhood. Once you walk in, you can tell that it is in a dire need of repairs. The 
main hall is kept in fairly good shape because it is where they hold their main events. The theater 
at the center appears adequate but watching a performance there during one of my visits made 




Going into the smaller more private rooms, there was nothing there other than chairs. The 
rooms were in need of urgent repairs. The wall paint was coming off and pipes were exposed. I 
did not see any musical instruments, pool table, foosball tables, computers, TV sets. Anything 
that youth could use to hold or participate in activities, they had to bring themselves. All the 
house could offer is the space, the chairs, the tables and the performing theater.  
On paper, this house was home to seven clubs: A literacy club, cinema, table tennis, three 
theater clubs, and one music. Twenty-four associations were registered on the books according to 
the official list provided by the director. The house employs one director and one employee who 
performs the administrative, organizational and day to day tasks of the house.  
  
Figure 4. Entrance to Dar Chabab on a main 
street. January 24th, 2017 
Figure 5. Main hall of the Dar Chabab. 
January 24th, 2017 
Dar Chabab Three: Located in a village that sits on the outskirts of the city, this village 
has only recently joined the urban limits of the city. In the recent past, it was still considered a 
rural municipality. This recent change created budget shifts that resulted in some funding 
allocated to building a brand-new youth house at the heart of the up and coming neighborhood. 
In 2013, the house held an event and invited major social and political figures to the inauguration 




arts audio and video equipment (Figure 7). The performance center was the first part of the house 
that I visited in 2016 and it was still in excellent shape. The main building of the Dar Chabab had 
two floors. The top floor was for offices of the director and employees. The first floor had 
private rooms for youth and associations to use, as Figure 8, 9, and 11 show. The south side of 
the building had a separate entrance leading to the women’s center. It was a space meant for 
women only. It was equipped with sewing machines, a full kitchen and a classroom. Women 
could take cooking and sewing classes as activities they are familiar with and in a space that 
would make them feel safer and can potentially help them find future employment. The outdoor 
day care (Figure 10) was meant to help encourage the women to attend the activities without 
having to worry about childcare. Not all of the equipment that was on display for officials to see 
during inauguration was there when I visited. The private rooms in the main building had no 
musical instruments. The table tennis or foosball table also were not there. All the rooms had 
tables and chairs that associations would freely arrange as they saw fit. For fear of theft or heavy 
use of the equipment, the house director had them stored away to be checked out to association 
youth leaders upon signing paperwork.  
This house employs a director and one employee who manages the building and 
scheduling of associations’ activities and events. This year, the house staff offers three clubs: 







Figure 6. Entrance to Dar Chabab on a main 
street. Publisher, August 23rd, 2013 
Figure 7. Performance Center at the Dar 
Chabab. Publisher, August 23rd, 2013 
  
Figure 8. Dar Chabab Rooms at Opening time 
of the Dar Chabab. Publisher, August 23rd, 
2013 
Figure 9. Dar Chabab Rooms at Opening 






Figure 10. Dar Chabab daycare center at 
opening event. Publisher, August 23rd, 2013 
Figure 11. Youth association members 
taking survey during one of the data 
collection sessions. December 6th, 2017 
Little is known about the effectiveness of the programs these houses offer and the goals 
they attempt to achieve. The Ministry made evaluation part of its 2030 vision, suggesting that an 
understanding of the importance and value of evaluation for the effectiveness and sustainability 
of the work of these houses is starting to show. Yet, at the level of the youth house, there are no 
evaluation plans or systems in place nor are there any results published by the houses or the 
delegation or the Ministry. Visiting the three houses and engaging in short discussions with the 
staff and representatives of member associations left me with the idea that these organizations 
have low evaluation capacity. These preliminary meetings left me with the conviction that these 
organizations could potentially benefit from evaluation capacity building efforts. Such efforts 
could help them learn more about their own projects and the effects they have on the youth they 
work with. These efforts could also help them understand their projects within the standards that 
the National Integrated Strategy for Youth has adopted for the youth in Morocco. 
The first few visits, while short, gave me an understanding of why a participatory model 




approaches. Although the government has slightly increased MYS’s budget since the Arab 
Spring, the work of the Ministry remains an underfunded sector as noted above. Youth houses 
have potential to achieve more with more funding and resources. One way to do that is to 
develop these houses’ capabilities to conduct evaluation. Claiming that the work of these houses 
is directly linked to a set of practical, real life support for the youth as well as being able to back 
that up with evidence and data will enhance their chances of getting more funding from the 
Moroccan governmental agencies and other larger national and international NGOs. The 
participatory model has more chances of being successful because it is based on collaboration. 
As a researcher and a former member and volunteer in one of these houses, I see the idea of 
collaboration to be very much in sync with the values of these houses and the environment they 
create for youth development. Building evaluation capacity using a participatory approach will 
see me as a researcher develop a partnership to apply social science research into the process of 







In this chapter, I present and discuss the relevant literature on evaluation capacity 
building commonly abbreviated as ECB. I preface it with a discussion of the theories that inform 
and frame this study. I then provide a look into the current state of literature in order to situate 
the study and explain its contribution to the developing ECB sub-field. The next section provides 
a discussion of the role of the participatory approach to evaluation. I review the literature on the 
use of participatory evaluation to build capacity as well as discuss transformative and practical 
participatory evaluation as two different versions of the participatory model. At the end of the 
section, I offer reflections on the literature discussed in order to further contextualize the study. 
Conceptual Framework 
Building this project on a participatory and collaborative basis has its roots in a 
theoretical foundation that was developed in the early years of the last century. These theories 
help explain how we learn and how we perceive and understand our own reality. The idea that 
groups of people working together and conducting an evaluation with the help and guidance of 
an evaluator has potential to help them use new skills, skills they can potentially learn and are 
able to perform with the same process on their own without the help of the expert. This goal is 
what this project is essentially about. Russian scholar and theorist in developmental psychology 
Lev Vygotsky presents this idea in his book Mind in Society. Vygotsky introduced the Zone of 
Proximal Development, which refers to the process of learning that happens between two points 
in time, when a child can perform a task with the assistance of a teacher or facilitator and the 
time when he or she can perform the same task on his or her own (Vygotsky, 1978). In other 




with groups of people with the goal of helping them perform the same task in the future on their 
own is taking Vygotsky’s concept and applying it in evaluation.  
Sabo (2003) conducted a study about youth participation in several evaluation projects. 
She framed the participation of the youth as performatory. Their participation guided them to 
perform tasks that would otherwise be done by evaluators. Sabo (2003) links the participation of 
the youth in these projects to their qualitative development and learning. Because they were 
increasingly involved in the process, the youth describe how through these evaluative activities, 
they started assuming new roles and thus moving forward toward the other end of the zone. 
Sabo’s (2003) findings agree with Vygotsky’s ideas that learning through action research can be 
developmental and participatory. Through participation, the qualities of the people involved can 
be recognized. For a person to be able to perform a task that he or she was not capable of 
performing before his or her participation is transformative and empowering. Vygotsky (1978) 
argued for the impact of transformative learning. He explained how it helps balance power 
relationships within groups of people. In the case of this study, transformative learning occurring 
as a result of the youth house participants in the evaluation will contribute to how power-
balanced the relationships are. House director and association members may step in the shoes of 
the evaluator by the end of the project. Experiencing all the practical tasks firsthand as well as 
understanding the goal of all participants in one, single unique goal ought to be empowering. 
Leadership qualities may surface as participants find out about what they can do with new tasks 
at hand that they have never done before. 
The work of Brazilian philosopher and educator Paulo Freire informs this project as well. 
The premise of the participatory approach to evaluation is embedded in Freire’s (1970) 




and improvement characterize the development of skills and capabilities. Participatory 
evaluation involves both participation and evaluation. Freire’s Critical Consciousness explains 
the process of transformation. The student or the participant transforms from a passive 
participant into an active one who thinks and reflects about the process. Freire (1974) refers to 
this as emancipatory in that it liberates the participant from the passive role of recipient and the 
perception of himself as a subject and transforms him into a conscious participant able to 
critically understand the process.  
The purpose of this project is for Dar Chabab staff and members to move away from 
being enclosed and embedded in their own practice. Helping them participate in an evaluation, 
this project pushed them to look at their own practice, reflect on it, and evaluate it. Freire (1974) 
referred to this point when he talked about the role of the educator being as someone whose role 
is “not simply to transmit knowledge to the student, but to seek alongside him the means to 
transform the world that surrounds him” (p. 9). Preskill and Boyle (2008) also wrote about how 
learning can be experiential in addition to being cognitive. They argue for participatory 
experiential learning, meaning that just as much as learning is cognitive, it can also occur 
through experience. Bandura's (1971) approach and explanation of learning differs. In Social 
Learning Theory, Bandura explains that unless some cognitive processing occurs during the 
observational stage learning may not occur. Translating this to this project, as the participants of 
the evaluation observe the whole process with the researcher and fellow participants, think about 
it and reflect on it, learning how to design and conduct an evaluation may not occur after all with 
the participatory approach to evaluation, however, the time and opportunity for participants to 
talk about, discuss and reflect on their tasks with their fellow participants is part of the 




uses social science methods and skills to interview some of the youths he works with for the first 
time. Learning about interviewing during meetings would most likely not be enough until the 
participant did an interview by himself, thus combining both the cognitive and experiential 
learning through one experience. 
Theories of learning, empowerment, and transformation have received attention in the 
West for their involving, inclusive, and developmental nature. Work in international community 
development has also been inspired by these ideas and theories. Educators as well as researchers 
who work and practice in international contexts across the globe have been inspired by the work 
of these theorists and philosophers. Working in a context, culture, and environment that is 
different from their original contexts and culture will certainly bring its challenges. Involvement 
of the partners, the participant, co-researcher or co-evaluator can help them mitigate these 
challenges. The political and cultural challenges can be problematic. Freire’s ideas are part of his 
larger philosophy based on fighting oppressive systems and initiating more involving systems. 
Adopting a participatory approach for this study therefore aligns with theory. 
Evaluation Capacity Building 
Researchers agree that ECB is a steadily growing field of research in evaluation that has been 
attracting interest for many reasons (Baizerman, Compton, & Stockdill, 2002; Kaye-Tzadok & 
Spiro, 2016; Labin et al., 2012; Naccarella et al., 2007). ECB has its roots in several disciplines, 
and defining it is an ongoing discussion among scholars till today. The original concept is 
borrowed from capacity building or capacity development work often connected to 
developmental community work usually done by governmental agencies and international 
NGOs. It refers to the activities that assist individuals, organizations, and communities in 




the United Nations’ Office For Disaster Risk Reduction, capacity building is “the process by 
which people, organizations and society systematically stimulate and develop their capacities 
over time to achieve social and economic goals” (Terminology, n.d.). Goodman et al. (1998) 
define capacity building as the “the cultivation and use of transferable knowledge, skills, systems 
and resources that affect community- and individual-level changes.” The changes that occur 
through these activities are meant to help them meet their goals and objectives.   
Evaluation, on the other hand, is not nearly as new as capacity building or capacity 
development, as Stake (2004) reminds us, noting that it has been a human activity since the dawn 
of time. He argues that God created people with the ability to evaluate things on the basis of 
good or bad. He calls this informal evaluation. Formal evaluation, however, is one that is “more 
likely to provide reliable evidence of quality” (p.2). In its essence, evaluation is a search for 
quality. Scholars have taken different paths in ascertaining quality and merit. Standards and 
evidence have perhaps been the most talked about elements of evaluation in the past decade. 
Carol Weiss’s (1998) definition of evaluation puts these concepts together defining formal 
evaluation as “the systematic assessment of the operation and/or the outcomes of a program or 
policy, compared to a set of explicit or implicit standards, as a means of contributing to the 
improvement of the program or policy” (p. 4). Comparing goals against results or standards 
against outcomes is at the heart of evaluation practice. Some scholars have even criticized others 
for actually giving too much importance to standards and criteria over interpretive approaches 
(Stake & Schwandt, 2006).  
In the first decade of the 21st century, evaluation scholars began to write about borrowing 
the concept of capacity building for use with evaluation. Preskill and Boyle (2008) note that the 




generated a wave of interest and enthusiasm on this topic the result of which was 52% research 
activity and discussion in AEA conferences between 2000 and 2007 was about ECB (Preskill & 
Boyle, 2008). Although the interest in the topic for the conference has slowed down, research 
and publications on the topic are still ongoing. Baizerman, Compton, and Stockdill (2002) offer 
one of the most cited definitions in the literature. It defines ECB as an “intentional work to 
continuously create and sustain overall organizational processes that make quality evaluation and 
its uses routine” (p. 14). Looking at other definitions, one can see how this concept has been 
approached differently. Discussing these definitions provides an introduction to the existing 
literature.  
ECB Definitions 
I start by Boyle, Lemaire, and Rist’s (1999) definition. Here, the authors talk about 
evaluation capacity versus evaluation capacity building. They define the concept as “the human 
capital (skills, knowledge, experience, etc.) and financial/material resources…[are] the supply of 
‘hardware’ (in other words evaluation capacity)” (p. 5). This approach puts skill and knowledge 
forward as the backbone of evaluation. For individuals to develop evaluation capacity, it means 
they need to have the necessary skills and knowledge to carry it on. For organizations and 
programs to have evaluation capacity is for them to have the financial and material supplies 
necessary for evaluation to be performed. Although the authors talk about evaluation regimes, 
which refer to the overall context at the organizational level, their view of evaluation practice 
views evaluation capacity as the first step without which evaluation may not be possible.    
Baizerman, Compton, and Stockdill (2002) conceptual definition is an addition to their 
working definition mentioned above. For these authors, ECB “is a context-dependent, intentional 




affairs in which quality program evaluation and its appropriate uses are ordinary and ongoing 
practices within and/or between one or more organizations/programs/sites” (p.8). Two key words 
stand out in their definition: context and system. Baizerman and colleagues recognize that for 
evaluation capacity to be built, it would require the appropriate supportive context as well as a 
series of actions performed specifically for the purpose of building capacity. This view of ECB 
takes into consideration the organizational level that Boyle, Lemaire and Rist (1999) do not 
focus on in their definition and so do not place it in a central position. This view also recognizes 
the idea that an action system is a necessary element for the purpose of building capacity because 
it also helps sustain the already built capacity. Sustainable evaluation practice as ECB results 
means individuals, programs, and organizations having the ability to conduct evaluations on their 
own as well as use the results of these evaluation to inform their continuous evaluative practice. 
Baizerman et al. (2002) focus on the use of evaluation findings more so than others. This shift 
from the limited focus on skills and knowledge to a focus on evaluation use has been applauded 
by other scholars (Cousins, Goh, Clark, & Lee, 2004; Naccarella et al., 2007). The guided 
processes and practices refer to capacity that results from capacity building efforts that in turn 
would build and sustain valuable evaluation practice.  
Other definitions have not so much changed the view of ECB as much as helped 
supplement an understanding of it and the context in which it occurs. For instance, Milstein and 
Cotton (2000) and Gibbs, Napp, Jolly, Westover, and Uhl (2002) describe abilities, skills, 
knowledge and resources necessary for evaluation practice. They add that there are motivational 
forces that help make evaluation possible. Examples of these external motivations are 
governmental requirements, grant mandates, competitions and benefits, etc. Competitions and 




internal evaluations with the winners gaining some benefits. Other organizations receive grants 
from governments or organizations that include evaluation mandates as part of the grant. These 
are part of ECB and need to be taken into consideration (Milstein & Cotton, 2000; Gibbs, Napp, 
Jolly, Westover, & Uhl, 2002). 
Alternatively, Preskill and Boyle (2008) introduced a multidisciplinary characterization 
of ECB. They defined ECB using a framework that borrows from the literature on organizational 
change and workplace learning. They write that ECB “involves the design and implementation of 
teaching and learning strategies to help individuals, groups, and organizations, learn about what 
constitutes effective, useful, and professional evaluation practice” (p. 444). In other words, 
Preskill and Boyle (2008) suggest that ECB efforts are equivalent to teaching people how to fish 
versus fishing for them, a metaphor McDonald, Rogers, and Kefford (2003) chose to use in the 
title of their article about ECB in public sector organizations. It translates to the connection 
between the teaching part and the learning part of evaluation practice in organizations. The 
authors explain that planning and implementing need to be connected with context and 
motivations (internal or external) in order for evaluation to become a sustainable, common 
practice within organizations. Another element that sets this framework apart is recognizing the 
importance of leaders in organizations. Their availability as moderators is paramount for the 
success of ECB efforts. When they are both knowledgeable and positively inclined towards 
evaluation, they have potential to influence ECB activities within the organization.  
A number of ECB definitions exist in the literature are not included here because they are 
redundant with the authors reviewed. Based on these views, I note an understanding among 
scholars on the general purpose of ECB. It is the fostering of quality evaluation practice on the 




contexts in which organizations operate). Although scholars have focused on different parts of an 
organization in their description of ECB, they fail to recognize that the other parts also require 
attention. For instance, Boyle, Lemaire, and Rist (1999) boil down evaluation capacity to the 
existence of knowledge and skills necessary to carry on quality evaluation. Yet, they recognize 
that evaluation capacity precedes the availability of organizational arrangements and 
institutionalization that refer to bodies in the organization or government that provide access as 
well as allow evaluation results to actually be useful in informing future practice. Another 
element that scholars largely agree on is that the purpose of ECB efforts is to reach a level of 
sustainability in evaluation practice. This means that the ultimate goal is for organizations to 
build enough capacity to help them conduct quality evaluations on their own as well as use the 
results of the evaluations to inform their practice and the future evaluations. 
However, substantial practical differences occur when we look at the different 
approaches to ECB as well as the actual models and frameworks that have been used to 
operationalize it into constructs. Owens (2014) noted the difficulty in pinning down specific 
themes of ECB that scholars can agree on. He adds that it is not always clear what specific 
models researchers use for ECB because of how broad the concept is. Researchers have worked 
on ECB in a multitude of diverse contexts on a global scale making the idea of a list of few 
effective ECB models extremely elusive and a hard to reach goal.  
ECB Approaches 
Here, I discuss some of the approaches to operationalizing ECB found in the literature. It 
is important to note the multidisciplinary and global nature of the literature on ECB approaches. 
Evaluators and researchers have operationalized ECB constructs in diverse contexts using a 




fit different organizational contexts. This, in turn, makes it challenging to track and report all of 
the models used for further examination. Owens (2014) observes the lack of details that a 
majority of studies on ECB offer in terms of specific models used to operationalize ECB 
concepts. The tendency is to generalize and produce a model that could work in as many 
different contexts as possible contributes to this phenomenon in ECB. The fewer details provided 
of the model used to get the results, the higher the likelihood is that it could be adopted in other 
contexts as well. 
In this section, I group these approaches in two overarching categories. The first one 
describes evaluation using different teaching tools. Approaches in this category usually involve 
an evaluation expert (academic or professional) using a teaching tool to work with employees or 
members to develop evaluation skills. The members are usually leaders who care about 
evaluation and quality within their organizations or employees hired for the purpose of carrying 
out evaluations. The second category involves the evaluation expert using a more inclusive and 
collaborative approach. They conduct an evaluation using collaborative methods as teaching and 
training tools to build evaluation capacity.  
The first category involves a fairly simple and straightforward approach: formalized 
training, in which a scholar or professional evaluator holds training workshops to teach 
evaluation skills to leaders and staff. Brown and Reed (2002) wrote about developing ECB 
through a series of workshops that could link individual and collective attributes of participants. 
They described a holistic approach to building evaluation competency throughout both the 
organization and individual bases. To account for learning outcomes, Brown and Reed (2002) 
used a training program called Check Points for participants to work towards in order to achieve 




source of input was limited to the workshops they attended. Another model supplemented the 
workshops with practice guides, manuals, and materials. Participants could use these materials to 
conduct their evaluation following training. Porteous, Sheldrick, and Stewart (1999) offered an 
example of working with managers from the Ontario Public Health Department. TheirProgram 
Evaluation Tool Kit was designed as a self-directed learning resource.  
Another two cases involved training offered in specific evaluation skillsets. These 
workshops allowed organizations and their staff who had developed some degree of evaluation 
capacity to focus their attention on other specific areas where they need help. For instance, a 
group might need more help with evaluation design, collection of quantitative and qualitative 
data, data entering and analyzing. Naccarella et al. (2007) and Adams and Dickinson (2010) 
reported on cases studies working with staff of the Divisions of General Practice in Australia and 
the public health workforce in New Zealand respectively. The latter case study sought to increase 
individual workers’ evaluation capability through the Easy Evaluation Initiative. The initiative’s 
main activity was a three-day workshop series that targeted specific skills like needs 
assessments, evaluation theory, criteria and standards, data collection and analysis.  
Cohen (2006) described evaluation learning circles, which referred to a series of training 
sessions over a period of two years in which the evaluation expert met with groups of seven or 
eight staff members every two or three months in order to “support the development of the 
client’s evaluation capacity” (p. 86). Fleming and Easton (2010). on the other hand, proposed an 
online series they called Applied Environmental Education Program Evaluation that offered open 
discussions and chat sessions over a period of 12 weeks to teach environmental educators how to 
design and implement basic evaluations. Another study by Zint (2010) used an interactive 




too different from the other approaches implemented already, Zint (2010) provided materials and 
examples of models for evaluators in the field of education on a website and allowed the 
participants to reflect on the resources and how they could be changed in order to work in their 
contexts. 
In summary, some studies used in-person workshops only (Brown & Reed, 2002), 
whereas others used web-based training resources only (Fleming & Easton, 2010; Porteous et al., 
1999; Zint, 2010), and others used one to support the other (Adams & Dickinson, 2010; Cohen, 
2006; Naccarella et al., 2007). Although some of these training workshops provided or even 
required a space for the participants to discuss and reflect on the items covered on the training 
sessions, they all lacked the actual participation of the staff in the process.  
 Some researchers have argued for more inclusive and collaborative models than those 
discussed above. Here I provide two examples: Empowerment evaluation and participatory 
evaluation, which have some overlapping characteristics. D. A. Gibbs, Hawkins, Clinton-
Sherrod, and Noonan (2009) report on conducting an empowerment evaluation through the 
“Evaluation Assistance for Sexual Violence Programs project,” which involved training sessions 
and site visits as well as support through email and voice correspondence for technical assistance 
during the evaluation process. The authors argued that conducting evaluations as an intervention 
involving the staff wase usually considered very challenging. However, their results showed 
substantial evaluation capacity development in the programs that participated. Alternatively, 
Huffman and Lawrenz (2008) took a more aggressive approach by involving a group of K-12 
schools in an “immersive” evaluation experience. The participants took part in evaluating their 
own school programs that contributed to a larger, more complex evaluation of the whole group 




university faculty in the process. They described the process as immersive because the 
participants are heavily involved in every part of the process. The authors noted that teachers 
asked to participate because they were interested in helping their students. They were not 
required by their administrators to participate, and their intrinsic motivation meant they 
contributed more to meetings, data collection and analysis resulting in an increase in their 
evaluation capacity. The immersive approach challenged the participants to inquire about their 
own school programs and student achievement and created a need to learn evaluation skills 
which, for the researchers, is the coveted goal (Huffman & Lawrenz, 2008).  
Along the same lines and to capitalize on the idea of involving the individuals in the 
evaluation process. Potvin, Cargo, McComber, Delormier, and Macaulay (2003) offered a case 
of successful implementation of the participatory model that involved an equal partnership 
between community members of the Kahnawake Schools Diabetes Prevention Project in Canada, 
community researchers, and academic researchers as well. They reported on the effectiveness of 
four principles of participatory evaluation: 1) integration of community members as equal 
partners; 2) integration of intervention and evaluation; 3) organizational and programmatic 
flexibility; and 4) making the project a learning opportunity for all. Findings from other case 
studies that adopted the participatory model showed some agreement and overlap in the 
principles that qualify their evaluation model as participatory. One example is Simmons et al. 
(2015), who found that implementing a participatory model in the Tampa Bay Community 
Cancer Network, comprised of the National Cancer Institute Comprehensive Cancer Center and 
23 local community organizations in Tampa Bay, Florida demonstrated three lessons about the 
participatory model:  




2. Partnerships expand funding and capacity building efforts; and 
3. Feedback contributes to sustainability of the community-academic partnerships. 
Both studies found that the participatory model enhanced the partnership between the 
organization and the external academic evaluators. It also allowed room for more flexibility so 
the evaluation process can be directed to the needs of the organization. It significantly 
contributed to increasing evaluation capacity as well as helped make the experience a sustainable 
practice within the organization. However, the authors rarely gave detailed descriptions about 
how they implemented the participatory model (Fierro, 2012; Owens, 2014). The lack of case 
studies that detail all the steps taken to implement a participatory model does not help solidify 
the already weak link between approaches to ECB and sustainable evaluation capacity. In the 
next sections, I offer reflections on the approaches I discuss above and then talk about where 
these case studies fall short explaining the contribution of this study.  
Reflections on ECB Approaches 
Workshops, online training, web-based resources, site visits, empowerment evaluation 
and participatory evaluation are the major approaches evaluation scholars have used to develop 
evaluation capacity. They have been implemented differently depending on the participants, the 
type of organization, and available resources as well as the culture of the organization itself. 
Baizerman et al., (2002) describe ECB as a “context-dependent, intentional action system” (p. 
109). For instance, implementing a participatory model in a school district that supports 
evaluation and understands the purpose/need of it and working with a group of motivated 
teachers who ask to be part of the evaluation project (Huffman & Lawrenz, 2008) will be 
different from implementing the model in a network of cancer community centers with varying 




funding disparities amongst the community centers. The diversity of contexts in which these 
participatory models were implemented makes it challenging for researchers to standardize the 
model. Finding a context-specific but standard approach calls for even more case studies and 
research. This critique does not relate solely to the participatory model but to all ECB 
approaches. Fierro, 2012; Owens, 2014; Preskill and Boyle (2008) agree that there is just not 
enough research that supports the link between ECB approaches and actual evaluation practice. 
In other words, researchers call for more research that implements the different existing ECB 
models to make their connections with positive sustainable evaluation practice stronger. 
Baizerman et al., (2002), in their seminal and conceptual paper, “New Directions for ECB,” 
mapped out the future of ECB research. They supported the case for more conceptual research 
and case studies in order to “get to the level of documenting and understanding more richly and 
deeply the necessary ‘practical knowledge’ [of ECB practice and knowledge]” (p. 116). The 
purpose of this study was situated within the same stream of research linking an ECB approach 
to sustainable evaluation practice. In the next section, I review the defining principles of the 
participatory approach as grounds for why it fits well in comparison to the other approaches 
given the context of Dar Chababs in Morocco. 
Participatory Evaluation 
One of the most commonly cited pieces on participatory evaluation is Cousins and Earl's 
(1992) seminal paper, “The Case for Participatory Evaluation.” In this article, authors did not 
provide practical guidelines for implementing their new model as much as argue for the value it 
offered in educational settings. The reason for this was, first, the need to ground the new 
proposed model on a theoretical basis and, second, as mentioned above this model relied heavily 




stakeholder-based model, which focused more on reconciling between academic researchers and 
organizational leaders for the purpose of evaluation. The participatory model builds on the idea 
of linking these two sides but with more of a focus on utilization (Cousins & Earl, 1992; Greene, 
1988). Instead of focusing on spending time and resources on helping leaders see the importance 
of evaluation and the work of the experts in the field, they argue that time and resources should 
be spent on helping all levels of organization enhance their capacity to conduct evaluations. This 
is a central idea and one of the defining features that sets participatory evaluation apart from the 
other approaches discussed earlier. 
Coupal and Simoneau's (1998) work modeled this approach in a practical way. Their 
implementation of a participatory approach in Haiti offers some clarity in the way the model has 
been carried out in practice. Their study was also carried out in an international non-Western 
context as similar to Morocco. The authors led evaluation capacity building efforts working with 
local community organizations in April of 1997. Their objective was to evaluate the impact of 
the Canada-Haiti Humanitarian Alliance Fund. This was an organization that supported local 
NGOs in offering humanitarian aid in Haiti. The participatory model was carried out in 4 phases:  
Phase 1: Planning. Evaluators met with local NGO representatives to talk about why and 
how the evaluation will be done.  
Phase 2: Training. The participants use exercises to stimulate learning about key concepts 
in evaluation.  
Phase 3: Site Visits. Researchers visit the projects evaluated by the participants 
Phase 4: Report. Helping the participants consolidate the key findings of their evaluations 




The researchers argued that the mode was successful in four main areas:1) the practical 
skills the study participants got to learn; 2) capacity building through which participants gained a 
new and transformative understanding of the contexts in which they work; 3) dealing with data, 
interpreting and presenting it; and 4) the benefits of the program felt by the participants.  
Unlike non-collaborative approaches, the participatory model involves evaluation experts 
collaborating and working closely with organization stakeholders. In this particular case, 
researchers initiated the project, recruited participants, offered training and support with site 
visits and discussion sessions during the time they are conducting their own evaluation projects, 
as well as helped them analyze and present the findings. The objective was for stakeholders to 
understand the importance of evaluation in their practice. This led to a better understanding for 
the need to conduct internal evaluations without external initiation, in other words, to a 
sustainable evaluation capacity.  
Some of the defining features of the participatory model were that it led to action that all 
participants believed was needed.  It was empowering in that it created a sense of ownership of 
the evaluation process and helped in building capacity in the organization or community (Lanum, 
2004). A description of similar principles was reported by the study participants post evaluation 
(Coupal & Simoneau, 1998). The authors of the Haiti project described how the projects’ leaders 
reported a renewed sense of appreciation of their own work and the people that benefit from their 
humanitarian work. Another defining feature was the building of a partnership between academic 
researchers and participants, a partnership that was not based on an expert-trainee basis but 
rather on partners as equal evaluation practitioners (Cousins & Earl, 1992; Nath et al., 2015; 




Meaningful participation, as other experts have defined it, revolves around the idea of 
sharing the decision-making. Being a participant in the process means you carry “the primary 
responsibility for determining the substance or content of the evaluations” (Greene, 1988 p. 101). 
This is a more involving level of participation that I argue would be challenging to maintain in 
all the contexts in which a participatory model could be implemented. Greene (1988) recognizes 
this challenge. She notes 3 levels or 3 different types of participants:  
1. VIP the very involved person  
2. SIP the somewhat involved person, and  
3. MIP the marginally involved person MIP.  
Each level of participation entails on the part of the researcher a different way to carry 
out the whole process of evaluation. It is possible for a researcher to have all 3 levels of 
participation within one group of participants. This calls for the researcher to tailor the process 
and the model to fit the context as well as the people they work with. Coupal and Simoneau 
(1998) have described some stakeholders who were notified by the funding organization to 
participate and get involved in the project, but never did. This is also a very common occurrence 
in recruiting participants for academic research. In general, 80% of surveys completed is 
considered a good response rate using face to face. That percentage is much lower for online 
surveys. Running an ECB project or study is an act of academic research, and the level of 
participation varies depending on the context, the environment, incentives. How evaluation 
experts and researchers have dealt with this is the topic that I explore in the next section. 
Practical versus Transformative Participatory Evaluation 
Participants’ engagement with an evaluation process varies based on two variables: the 




implemented in and all the possible levels of participation by the stakeholders. Whether 
stakeholders participate fully or marginally in the process has potential to change the goals 
behind the model of participation adopted. Two different approaches to participation emerge 
based on the objectives of the evaluation and how the process takes place within the context of 
the organization.  
1. Transformative Participatory Evaluation and (T-PE) 
2. Practical Participatory Evaluation respectively. (P-PE) 
P-PE is a more practical and pragmatic in that it focuses more on evaluation use. It 
involves stakeholders in the process maintaining that increases utilization of evaluation results 
for the benefit of the organization. Another defining element is the conservatism that describes 
decision making. In P-PE, researcher tends to keep the technical decisions of the evaluation 
process to themselves and allow the stakeholders to take part in other stages or levels of the 
process like defining problems, collecting data and analyzing it and disseminating findings. P-PE 
is common in organizations that puts emphasis on efficiency and accountability. Stakeholders are 
often engaged in the process because the leadership often mandates participation. Examples of 
such organizations are companies with financial and structural stakes, such asbusinesses, 
technology groups, and health organizations. Leadership within these companies mandate and 
support participation of employees often because they support the evaluation financially and they 
want to see a return on investment. The financial stakes support the evaluation with fund and 
human resources which in turn makes the evaluation often take a more practical, pragmatic 
approach. 
T-PE, however, is less conservative and its approach is embedded in social activism. It 




decision making of all the parts of the evaluation. T-PE has been inspired by the philosophies of 
empowerment put forward by many education philosophers like Paolo Freire and his notion of 
“conscientization,” Albert Bandura and his social learning theory, and Lev Vygotsky’s social 
development theory (Cousins, & Whitmore, 1998 p.8). The focus of this approach is on the 
participants, their learning, and the organization’s overall well-being. Leadership may or may not 
be fully engaged in T-PE. There are usually no large financial or structural pressures put on the 
evaluation. The leadership often sees this evaluation as a teaching tool rather than a financial 
investment. The types of organizations that would usually adopt this approach are community 
centers, NGOs, social services organizations.  
Generally, it would not be inaccurate to say that both approaches belong in social 
constructivism. After all, conducting a participatory evaluation is built on the idea of involving 
the stakeholders in all parts of the evaluation. P-PE, however, attempts to account for some 
practical challenges that evaluators find in their ECB efforts. For instance, the lack of experience 
or training in some social science research skills from the part of stakeholders can potentially 
create problems for evaluators during the process. Having the researcher decide on some 
technical matters can help move the evaluation forward as well as be a learning opportunity for 
stakeholders who have not practiced evaluation before. This can be true in a lot of cases and 
contexts like the one in which this study will be conducted. In Dae Chababs, participants rarely 
have opportunities to conduct or be part of an evaluation experience. Talking about conducting 
evaluations in contexts with little or no experience with evaluation Sonnichsen (1995 cited in 
Lanum, 2004) recommends researchers to start with a modest approach to capacity building. 
Applying research skills in a new context like youth houses in Morocco using the practical 




model. The T-PE approach often allows a researcher to focus on basic notions and introductory 
evaluation skills such as understanding what evaluation means, what is the purpose behind it, 
how it is done and how can it help the youth house better its programs and practice. The focus is 
on developing skills designing an evaluation, logic model, evaluation criteria, design 
instruments, collect data, analyze it and present it.   
Since this project is carried out in youth houses, the stakes on the evaluation results and 
its efficiency are lower than they would be in a larger business company with higher financial 
stakes.  The transformative approach allows for much-needed flexibility, such as making 
decisions on evaluation criteria. Study participants involve house employees and members from 
different associations. Keeping in mind that each one of these associations has their own focus, 
their own programs, activities, strategies resulting in different agendas, each participant will 
most likely have a different ideas about what criteria are important to include. The role of the 
researcher here becomes important. He can be flexible and help to refocus everyone on the 
shared views. He can help them focus on a criteria that is evaluating the work of the youth house 
overall versus individual associations. The researcher working on the criteria together with the 
participants may save everyone precious time that could be used to help participants with 
something. Cousins and Earl (1992)  note that participatory evaluation is applied social science 
where a researcher works closely with participants. This means that a significant part of 
enhancing and developing evaluation capacity involves introducing, teaching, training, 







To answer this study’s research questions. I have adopted a mixed methods design that 
entails collecting both qualitative and quantitative data. The main question is to examine the 
capacity building effects of the participatory evaluation approach. The central question is broken 
down into 4 sub-questions. In table 1, I outline the research questions, type of data collected, and 
the appropriate methods of analysis used. 
Table 1  
Research Questions and Data Collection  
Research Question Type of Data  
Collected 






To what extent can the 
participatory model of 
evaluation build evaluation 
capacity in youth houses in 
Morocco? 
 





- Dar Chabab - Paired Samples t-test 
-  
- Coding 
What are some of the already 
existing evaluative practices 
that youth houses in 
Morocco have? 
 
- Quantitative ECB Constructs Survey 
-  
- Dar Chabab - Paired Samples t-test 
 
How do youth house staff 
and member associations 
perceive and understand 
evaluation? 
 





- Youth Coding: thematic analysis 
What specific elements in 
the participatory model 







Dar Chababs Coding: thematic analysis  
What specific areas of 
evaluation practice will see 
capacity development 











- Dar Chababs - Paired Samples t-test 
 
 
Coding: thematic analysis 
 
Over a period of 5 months, I worked with the 3 teams of youth leaders in 3 youth houses 
to conduct a standards-based evaluation in Morocco. Participants were involved in the day-to-




building, ECB Constructs Questionnaire was adapted (Fierro, 2012) and administered before the 
evaluation started and when it concluded. Per the design, the evaluation is considered an 
intervention with a pre and post-test to measure how capacity before the evaluation was 
conducted and measure it again once all activities conclude. To analyze that, a repeated measures 
t-test is used to measure the difference between the pre and post data. During the entire 
evaluation, fieldnotes and observation data were recorded to gain better understanding of the 
experiences of the participants with the evaluation process. Additionally, two participants from 
each house were invited to sit for semi-structured interviews to characterize the effects of the 
participatory approach on capacity building on a more comprehensive scale. The following table 



























The central question for this study is to measure the capacity building effects of the 
participatory approach. Here I detail more information about the quantitative instrument that was 
adopted. 
The central instrument was adopted from Leslie Fierro's  (2012) “Public Health Program 
Evaluation Capacity and Practice Questionnaire.” The development process happened in two-




available instruments used to assess capacity building. These were analyzed to identify 
evaluation capacity constructs. In phase two, she conducted individual interviews with leading 
scholars in ECB who helped explain what ECB practice looks like within different organizations 
they worked with. The contents of these interviews were analyzed and used to identify specific 
elements or themes that she then converted into ECB constructs. These were in turn 
operationalized into the questionnaire. In addition, Fierro conducted cognitive interviews with a 
sample of study participants in order to “detect issues related to clarity and interpretation of the 
questions, [and] the response options” (p. 8). The purpose of cognitive interviews was to test the 
questions and probes into ECB constructs in order to find potential problems when it comes to 
how the potential respondents understand, process and actually answer the questions (Willis, 
2005, cited in Fierro, 2012). The work of Fierro produced one of the most rigorous instruments 
that measures ECB constructs in the literature today. This instrument has both extensive 
representation of ECB constructs and good face validity. Fiero noted the need for further work to 
understand the connections between ECB approaches, evaluation capacity, evaluation practice 
and eventually improved social programming leading to social betterment. Developing this 
instrument was her contribution. She also notes the lack of research linking evaluation capacity 
to evaluation practice. Given the context in which this study will be conducted, Fierro’s 
instrument was adopted to help recognize the internal evaluation practices already existing in the 
youth houses. It also helped examine the connections between the participatory model and the 
evaluation capacity built.  
After securing permission to adopt and adapt the instrument for this study from the 
author, the instrument was converted into two questionnaires. Items were arranged in a way to 




questionnaire was used to collect data on the existing evaluation practices in youth houses to 
measure their capacity before the intervention/evaluation (see Appendix E). The Post-ECB 
questionnaire was used to collect data on the participants’ understanding of the evaluation 
process after their evaluation project has concluded. Permission to work with the staff and 
members of 3 youth houses in the city was granted by MYS as well as the Institutional Review 
Board office.  
At the closing of the evaluation, an ECB post-evaluation questionnaire (see Appendix F) 
was administered. It asks participants about their understanding and perceptions of evaluation, 
their mastery level of the different evaluation skills they were exposed to during the evaluation 
experience. The quantitative data collected from the two questionnaires were entered into a 
statistical software and analyzed using a repeated measures t-test. The statistical test is meant to 
compare the means of participants at two points in time; before starting the evaluation and then 
after it is concluded. The purpose of the test is to determine if there is any statistical evidence 
that the mean difference between the two instances is significantly different from zero (Kent 
State University, n.d.). The outcome of the intervention (participatory evaluation) is the 
participants’ evaluation skills, which consequently qualifies as evaluation capacity building. The 
advantage of the test is that it reduces overall variation in the study participants. I was not 
comparing people from the 3 houses; I compared the same group of participants from the 3 
houses at two points in time. This quality of the test makes it more powerful for detecting 
significance as opposed to a between-subjects test. The hypothesis for this statistical test is: 
H0:  There are no significant differences in the means of the participants’ evaluation 
skills between before and after the evaluation. 




between before and after the evaluation. 
H0: µ1 = µ2 
HA: µ1 ≠ µ2 
However, to learn more about the process and the personal experiences of the participants 
with conducting a participatory evaluation with regards to the idea of capacity building, I 
conducted semi-structured interviews (see Appendix G) to elicit more in-depth information about 
the whole process of evaluation the participants. The interviews helped draw the bigger picture 
by furnishing the questionnaire results with more context.  
Having multiple sources of data entails a mixed methods approach. The design I adopted 
for this study allows for the triangulation of the results that quantitative and qualitative data 
produced. Concurrent and Sequential designs are two major categories of mixed methods. 
Concurrent refers to design where qualitative and quantitative data are collected during 
approximately the same time. Sequential designs refer to situations where one type of data is 
collected in one stage followed by the other type on a second separate stage. (Castro, Kellison, 
Boyd, & Kopak, 2010). Concurrent triangulation design is a sub type of concurrent mixed 
methods designs. It allows for having both types of data “more accurately define relationships 
among variables of interest” (Castro et al., 2010). The pre and post-tests data were used to 
measure the difference in the development of 12 ECB constructs among the participants. Both 
during and at the conclusion of the evaluation, fieldnotes were recorded and interviews were 
conducted to validate, support, or challenge the quantitative results. Given the length of time and 
type of data collected, concurrent triangulation design is a fitting design that proved helpful in 
analyzing my data. Concurrent Nested Design was also considered since the larger amount of 




the other while concurrent triangulation gives equal weight to both sources of data. 
Triangulation, however, helped better understand the relationships between the different 
elements of ECB as well as better explain the relationships between the participatory approach 
and the ECB activities.   
 As the primary investigator of the study and because I guided the evaluation and 
participated in it, there are concerns of bias. The concern is that being involved in the process 
myself may have affected my ability to study it. As I thought about the process more and more, I 
realized that the study and the evaluation were two processes occurring at the same time. Study 
participants were involved in the evaluation. My research was another process parallel to the 
evaluation.   
The Evaluation 
Four meetings were scheduled with the study participants of each house that lasted 
between 2 to 2.5 hours each. The specific activities that were conducted during each of these 
meetings are as follows: 
Meeting 1:  
- Presentation of the project, its objectives and its benefits for the participants. 
- Introduction to evaluation and the logic model. 
- Signing of informed consent forms. 
- Administration of the Pre-evaluation ECB constructs questionnaire. 
Meeting 2:  
- Discussion of the evaluation process. 
- Deciding on evaluation criteria. 




- Instrument design. 
- Data collection. 
Meeting 3: (Done in smaller breakout sessions with smaller groups) 
- Consolidation of quantitative and qualitative data. 
- Analyzing the data. 
- Discussion of preliminary results 
- How to report and disseminate results 
Meeting 4: 
- Finalizing the data analysis  
- Discussion of final results 
- Administration of Post-Evaluation ECB constructs questionnaire 
Due to scheduling conflicts and time constraints. Meeting Three was broken into smaller 
groups as it was easier to do the tasks of the meeting during site visits. Assistance was offered to 
the study participants during the whole process especially between the second and third 
meetings. This period was the longest between each meeting because ample time was needed for 
the study participants to work on developing their instruments and collecting their data. Meeting 
for periods of two hours at a time for each meeting was not enough as input or support for people 
who participated in an evaluation for the first time. For this reason, I made myself available to all 
study participants if needed. The meetings could not have been longer; participants would have 
been less likely to attend. The longer the meetings are the more they would be thought of as 
workshops. Since the purpose of the study is to put the full and active involvement of the 
participants as a priority, the purpose of these meetings was to present the steps that need to be 




develop a sense of ownership of their evaluation. A workshop approach hopes to inspire the 
participants to subsequently conduct evaluation on their own. The philosophy behind applying 
the participatory approach, however, is for the researcher to guide and support the participants in 
the evaluation process. Continuous site visits, open lines of communication among participants 
and with me was maintained throughout the whole process. Making the process simple enough 
(Sonnichsen, cited in Lanum, 2004) for first time evaluation participants and making sure the 
approach does not develop into a training workshop based evaluation.  
The Logic Model of Evaluation 
As one of the most popular models in the field of evaluation, the logic model is widely 
used in several fields because of its practicality, simplicity and usability. Melle, College, and 
Canada (2016) introduced an example of a logic model for a program in the healthcare field. A 
logic model’s task is to show how a “program is thought to work; that is, how the resources 
(inputs) produce key processes (activities), and how the products (outputs) produce desired 
results (outcomes).” Here is an example of how the logic model might work with a program from 
one of the youth houses. 
Table 3 












(What intervention, activity 
or program are unique and 
important) 
 
(What products or behaviors 
results from this 
intervention, activity or 
program) 
 
(What do we anticipate will 
happen because of your 
intervention, activity or 
program) 
- Youth House Space 
- Volunteers Time 
- Associations financial 
resources 
 
- Computer science classes.  
- Theater workshops  
- Better presentation skills 
- Performance skills 
- Better grades at school 






Study participants were introduced to this model in Meeting One. It was an opportunity 
for them to discuss their current programs and activities using this model. Working and basing 
their evaluation on it would likely push them even more to measure their program’s performance 
as well.  
Evaluation Criteria 
In this section, I will present how the process of the evaluation took place from the 
perspective of the participant.  
By engaging in this evaluation, the goal of the participant was to learn more about the 
effectiveness of the youth house programs in general and their own program in particular. This 
was a standards-based evaluation. Adopting a set of standards or criteria was an important step 
for this evaluation. The development of a program theory was also paramount. During our 
discussion of the logic model, we talked about the program theory. A program theory explains 
the reason behind activities and their desired outcomes as well as the linkages between them 
(Bickman, 2000). Inspired by practical participatory evaluation principles, I provided examples 
of the program theory and the logic model as provided above.  
A standards-based evaluation was the approach adopted for the evaluation. Standards-
based evaluations assess goal attainment (Stake, 2004). When we think of effectiveness, we think 
of how successful a certain process is in getting us to the results we want. Comparing goals 
against results or standards against outcomes is at the heart of evaluation practice. If house 
programs reach the goals designed for them that means they are effective and being effective 
means running quality programs. Basing an evaluation on a set of well-defined and well-
operationalized goals adds the overall quality of the house programs. A standards-based 




procedures (Stake, 2004). Evaluators have criticized others for actually giving too much 
importance to standards and criterial thinking over interpretive approaches (Stake & Schwandt, 
2006). Criterial evaluations put the use of clear criteria forward in order for parties other than the 
evaluators be able to assess their work and see on what criteria this value judgement has been 
rendered. Rationality is another attractive quality of using standards in evaluation because 
academics or clients prefer rational thinking that gives them the possibility to explain every step 
in the evaluation in detail to their stakeholders. It is also regarded highly in the evaluators 
community because it is tied to evidence-based practices (Stake & Schwandt, 2006). In a simple 
4-step logic for doing an evaluation, Scriven (1991) puts the construction of standards as one of 
the main steps to performing an evaluation: 
1. Establish criteria of merit 
2. Construct standards 
3. Measure performance and compare to standards 
4. Synthesize and integrate results into a judgement of merit, worth, or significance. 
Because we did not evaluate specific programs within each house, we adopted the 
standards of the Moroccan Ministry’s national strategy. This strategy has been published by the 
Ministry of Youth and Sports and it is supposed to guide and inspire the programs that all youth 
houses in Morocco run. The standards are: 
1. Economic Development: Increasing youth’s opportunities and likelihood to find a 
job. 
2. Better and increased access to services. 
3. Strengthening youth’s participation in social life and decision making. 




5. Strengthening skills for communications, media, evaluation and governance.(National 
Integrated Strategy for Youth, 2014) 
The youth house’s program in general as well as every program directed by a study 
participant will be evaluated against these standards. Two extra standards were suggested and 
approved by participants from one house and later adopted by the other two houses as well. The 
two added standards were general enough to include the scope of all programs run by the youth 
house and the other two houses as well. The two extra standards were: 
6. Internal Organization and Quality of Services for Youth 
7. Support from the Ministry to the Associations 
Setting 
This study took place between the city in Morocco and the United States. All the 
quantitative data were collected in the three youth houses. Morocco is a North African nation of 
about 33.8 million according to the last census in 2013 with the World Bank’s estimated metric 
data putting it at 35.7 million. The city is considered one of the large cities with a population of 
close to one million. While there are larger cities in Morocco, this city is considered to be a 
prominent, developing and growing Urban center in Morocco. The reason behind picking it is 
mainly due to the connection that I have as the researcher with the youth leaders I needed to 
work with in this study. The data collection and evaluations took place in three different Dar 
Chababs located in three different parts of the city with different socioeconomic standards. One 
of these houses was in a semi-rural neighborhood that was recently urbanized, which in turn 
prompted the building of a new Dar Chabab. The other two were within the city limits with one 
being on the fringes of a lower socio-economic neighborhood. Dar Chabab One had 23 




have access to the house. On the ground, only eight associations were active during the time this 
study was underway and leaders and youth from all eight associations participated in the 
evaluation at different times. Dar Chabab Three had eleven associations registered on the books, 
only six associations were active with four participating in the study. Dar Chabab Two was 
struggling to maintain participation of youth for many reasons. On the books, they had ten 
associations but only four were active and participated in the study. 
Demographics 
In the three Dar Chababs, three teams of 34 youth leaders participated in the study. The 
project took place between the months of September, 2017 and January, 2018. Directors of two 
houses were among the study participants while one declined to participate but provided access 
and support as needed. Demographic data show that 70% of study participants were male and 
around 64% were in the 18-30 age group.  
Table 4 
Gender 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
 Male 24 70.6 70.6 70.6 
Female 10 29.4 29.4 100.0 
Total 34 100.0 100.0  
 
Table 5  
Age Groups 
Age Groups Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 18-30 22 64.7 64.7 64.7 
30-40 8 23.5 23.5 88.2 
40-60 4 11.8 11.8 100.0 






Of the 34 participants, six were interviewed at the end of study, two from each Dar 
Chabab. The interviews lasted between 20 to 30 minutes each and were all audio-recorded. Data 
was also collected during the entirety of the study in the form of fieldnotes, observations during 
site visits, workshops with participants, evaluation activities and evaluation data collection. 
Notes were taken during each of the visits to the youth houses no matter how insignificant the 
visit was. Finally, three documents were collected in the process. Two official yearly reports of 
two houses and a copy of a participant developed survey for the evaluation. Requests for more 
documents were submitted multiple times but the administrators of the houses were reluctant to 
share those documents despite having official administrative approval to work and collect data 
from the sites. I was unsuccessful at convincing the three directors to give me copies of any 
documents or reports related to any evaluation activities they might have participated in or 
conducted themselves. There were concerns about some financial information being made public 
if such documents were to be shared. Realizing that my continuous requests might result in 
straining my relationship with the directors possibly making my work collecting the other types 







Participants were administered a questionnaire that asked about twelve elements of 
evaluation practice. The questions asked the participants if their clubs currently have, have had 
or does not have any of the twelve evaluation related activities. The targeted population was the 
youth leaders that made up the working heart of the three youth houses. The results are shown in 
Table 6. For the purposes of this study, I am treating the “No” answers to be the same as the “I 
do not know” answers because a participant not knowing whether or not an evaluation activity 
has taken or is taking place in his club ought to be treated the same. The participants were youth 
leaders who work with young adults and children. If any evaluation activity was taking or has 
taken place, it was expected they conduct it or at least be involved in it. Fierro (2012) also found 
that participants in her study were more likely to answer with “I don’t know” when asked about 
evaluation use: “[E]valuators [..] may not be engaged deeply enough in programmatic activities 
to recognize when evaluative information has been informative” (p. 137). With this 
understanding, not knowing if an evaluative activity actually took place means it was not 
recognizable enough as an evaluative activity. With this clarification, the following table 
presents the percentages. 
Table 6  
Reported Existing Evaluation Activities in Youth Houses in Morocco 
Construct Yes No/Don’t 
know 
A written strategic plan that has a section specifically designated to evaluation 
 
35.3 64.7 




Table 6 (continued)   
Dedicated funds to support evaluations of the program’s work  20.6 79.4 
A group of individuals who are responsible for coordinating evaluation related activities 44.1 55.9 
At least one internal staff position dedicated to evaluation 41.2 58.9 
The ability to contract out program evaluation activities 17.6 82.3 
An expectation that all new hires will receive an orientation to evaluation 29.4 70.6 
An expectation that all program personnel are responsible for evaluation 29.4 70.5 
An existing framework that guides the conduct of this program’s evaluation activities 29.4 70.6 
Information technology to support the collection of evaluation data  32.4 67.7 
Information technology to store evaluation data 38.2 61.7 
Access to software to analyze quantitative data 35.3 64.7 
Access to software to analyze qualitative data 23.5 76.5 
A centralized, electronic repository (e.g., management information system, shared drive) 
where findings from past evaluations of the program are stored. 
32.4 67.6 
A time when program and evaluation staff convene to discuss evaluations conducted to 
date. 
45.5 54.5 
Professional development sessions about evaluation that are offered by internal program 
colleagues. 
33.3 66.7 
Total averages 31.3 62.7 
The average of the percentages shows that more than 62% of the population either does 
not know of any evaluation activities to be taking place, have taken place in the recent past or are 
certain there are no evaluation activities taking place. The 11 elements asked of the youth covers 
not only evaluation activities but also the organizational infrastructure and conditions that make 
conducting an evaluation possible. Conditions such as funding, technology, training of personnel 
all contribute to an organization’s capacity to conduct an evaluation. More information will be 





The main question is whether or not the participatory model contributes to building 
evaluation capacity and if so, what specific elements will see an increased capacity in conducting 
evaluation. In order to answer this question quantitatively, I ran a paired samples t-test to 
calculate the mean differences of the study participants’ scores before they were involved in the 
participatory evaluation and after. The pre-evaluation scores were obtained using the ECB 
Constructs Questionnaire adapted from (Fierro, 2012). The post evaluation scores were obtained 
after a period of 5 months of conducting an evaluation within their respective organizations 
under the guidance of the primary investigator. The results of the paired samples t-tests for each 
of the ECB constructs are presented in Table 7. It is important to indicate that when conducting 
the normality tests for the sample, the tests showed that the distribution is not normal. However, 
having a sample size of more than 30 (n=34), any violation of the normality assumption “should 
not cause any major problems” (Ghasemi & Zahediasl, 2012)  
Table 7  
Paired Samples t-test scores and mean difference. 
ECB Construct Mean 
Difference 
p-value 
Convince leadership to conduct evaluation 2.735 0.007 
Develop evaluation questions 2.848 0.026 
Select an appropriate evaluation design (e.g., experimental, quasi-experimental, 
nonexperimental/ observational) 
2.411 0.062 
Determine what data collection methods to use 2.529 0.281 
Design instrument/procedures for quantitative data collection 2.352 0.006 




Table 7 (continued)   
Collect quantitative data 2.176 0.001 
Develop Evaluation criteria 2.406 0.002 
Decide on Evaluation criteria 2.382 0.002 
Synthesize and interpret data 2.470 0.000 
Communicate/report evaluation findings 2.235 0.004 
The results of the paired samples t-test show the differences of means in reported 
knowledge and understanding of the evaluation and the process of conducting an evaluation. The 
left column shows what specific evaluation capacity building construct had been tested, and the 
middle column indicates the differences in the means of the scores of pre and post evaluation. 
The important values are in the right column. The p-values of each construct show whether the 
difference in means is significant or not. Having a null hypothesis, meaning there is no 
significant difference in the means of the pre and post evaluation scores, we can reject the null 
hypothesis for nine of the eleven constructs. But the null hypothesis is supported for the 
following two constructs: 
1. Select an appropriate evaluation design (e.g., experimental, quasi-experimental, 
nonexperimental/ observational) 
2. Determine what data collection methods to use 
The purpose of a paired samples t-test is “to determine whether there is statistical 
evidence that the mean difference between paired observations on a particular outcome is 
significantly different from zero” (Kent State University, n.d.). The results show that for a 
majority of evaluation capacity building elements, participants showed improvement in their 




significant difference in the means of participants scores of reported knowledge for two specific 
elements: selecting appropriate evaluation designs and determining data collection methods.  
The ECB instrument was adopted from an original English text. It was translated and 
administered in Arabic to Moroccan youth. For this reason, Cronbach’s test of reliability was 
performed on the data to measure the internal consistency coefficients of the items in the ECB 
Questionnaire. Results of the reliability test showed that the items in the scales showed very 
good overall internal consistency (Standardized Items = .895; n=12 α = 0.889). 
Qualitative Findings  
My very first meeting was scheduled in Dar Chabab Three. One of the potential 
participants, who was a very active local politician, showed interest in the project and promised 
to help get the project going. The first step was to recruit participants for the first meeting, and I 
was promised a room full of youth leaders. I set up the time and I arrived prepared. My handouts, 
my computer and the projector were set up. However, what I thought would be a room of fully 
engaged participants turned into quite a depressing scene of me sitting in a chair in a deserted 
building. Thirty minutes had passed when I realized the approach I had taken to recruit 
participants had failed entirely. Something needed to be changed and quickly. Packed and while 
on the way to my second meeting in Dar Chabab Two, trying to manage emotions and shake off 
feelings of failure, I called to check on the status of my other meeting. This switch would quickly 
turn into a quick and reliable fix for me during the whole project if frustration crept in while 
working in one Dar Chabab. I changed gears and worked in one of the other two Dar Chababs, 
and then something positive and encouraging would always seem to happen.  
On the way, I received a call from the director of Dar Chabab Two, who confirmed our 




excited to see what this project was all about. I was still unsure, but I had to go. A group of youth 
leaders were there sitting in a circle in a room waiting. The energy and excitement were back, 
and the journey started. During the whole process, I often think back to this day as a good 
example of how the whole project felt emotionally. The inconsistent changes and the emotional 
ups and downs soon became the norm. In this chapter, I present findings based on data from 
fieldnotes recorded while observing the process in 3 houses as well as the semi-structured 
interviews.  
Existing Evaluation Practices 
In addition to results from the ECB Questionnaire administered in the beginning of the 
project, fieldnotes and interviews help contextualize the findings from the questionnaire. During 
the process, not only did I observe the evaluation process up-close, but I also had a front row seat 
to observe the resources that these Dar Chababs had to be able to conduct an evaluation. Starting 
with the buildings first, one of the very first observations I made once I had visited all 3 house 
buildings was the disparities in terms of upkeep and equipment. Here, I paid special attention and 
noted down the physical resources needed for leaders and staff of the house to commission and 
conduct an evaluation. The disparities among the three houses were a sign of inadequate and 
unequal funding. The houses get funding allocations from the Ministry based on geographical 
location and the number of associations and active clubs registered in the previous season. It was 
a common occurrence to hear youth leaders complaining about inequality among houses as well 
as inadequacy of funding allocated to the Dar Chababs and to youth in general.  
As one of the oldest Dar Chababs in the city adjacent to the bustling neighborhoods of the 
old city, Dar Chabab One always enjoyed an influx of youth and children coming to its doors for 




to receive funding. This particular Dar Chabab was always a special place for youth leaders 
across the city. It was viewed as a central Dar Chabab that others should emulate. Mostly due to 
its longstanding and historical presence in the city, delegation officials held meetings with 
associations or house directors particularly often there. It sat adjacent to a public swimming pool, 
a swimming training center, and to soccer fields. The nature of the neighboring institutions also 
helped keep it within youth’s attention year-round. As described previously, the house could 
benefit from more funding to make renovations and purchase new technology equipment in order 
to attract more youth; however, it was not in an urgent or dire state compared to the other two 
Dar Chababs.  
In my first visit to Dar Chabab One in the summer of 2016 to prepare for the project, I 
was instantly impressed by the diversity of youth that it attracted. On that particular day, the 
house was hosting an international youth hip-hop break-dancing event. I met musicians from the 
US, Canada, Europe, and Morocco. After visiting with the house director, I decided to stay 
longer and watch the artists’ break-dancing competition in the main hall of the house. Soon after 
this period of time and as summer rolled in, things slowed down significantly. The whole house 
transformed into a hub for all associations that brought the national Ministry’s program, 
“Vacation for All,” into reality. The purpose of this national program was to put a network of 
hundreds of camps across the country at the service of associations who recruit, organize and 
execute two-week camps for children. The Dar Chabab became a hub for all these associations to 
advertise for the camps, register the children, collect fees, organize, meet parents and leave for 
the camping trips. Witnessing this, I saw a completely different side to these houses. Everything 
else stopped and the sole focus became the national campaign program for children. Associations 




mountain camp sites. The summer camp national program took two months and took a toll on 
organizing committees from the Ministry to the delegations down to the Dar Chababs and the 
associations. Once the summer vacations came to a close mid-August, things slowed down 
significantly again to give families time and space to get ready for the school year that started in 
September. Associations started recruiting youth and children to come back to work and to the 
Dar Chababs slowly over time as students settled back into their classes or transitioned between 
schools. Youth work did not really pick up until end of September or early October. Although 
the Ministry and the Dar Chababs already set their schedules and budgeting for the year, they 
largely left it to associations and their members to start the season and initiate their 
programming.  
Dar Chabab Two was not very well known across the city. Although it was within the 
city limits and closer in proximity to the new and more affluent part of town, it seemed to be 
playing a humbler role within the community of youth work in the city. It served a community of 
low socio-economic status. Most of the youth whom I met in this house were unemployed 
college aged adults or high school children. Unlike Dar Chabab One, which was located outside 
the walls of the old city, this one was located in a residential neighborhood. The house director 
often complained of kids who would just show up to the house hoping to find activities or 
programming to be involved in but oftentimes ended up just spending time with each other in the 
main hall or right outside with no type of guidance.  
Generally, this Dar Chabab was struggling to keep its youth interested. The neglect and 
the lack of upkeep can only be seen as an extension of their government’s neglect. Youth 
perhaps went home thinking their interests and dreams were also neglected. The house clearly 




computers, musical instruments, pool or foosball tables. Compared to the other houses, this one 
often felt unwelcoming since it was almost always closed. Oftentimes during my visits, I arrived 
to find doors locked and had to call the director and wait for him to arrive and unlock the doors. 
In comparison, Dar Chabab One had a short metal gate that allowed someone to see the inside 
garden and the basketball field. After opening the metal gate one could walk in with friends and 
play some basketball inside even if the main building of the Dar Chabab was locked. It also 
helped that the employee of the house had a residence adjacent to the house that was part of the 
Dar Chabab One building.  
Dar Chabab Three was recently open and was still in a good shape overall. Looking at the 
building from the outside, one could still see the day care playground that was part of the 
women’s center. Unlike Dar Chabab Two, Three had three entrances, allowing three parts of the 
building to be accessed separately. During some of my visits, the employee in charge of 
unlocking the door would be late but the door to the performance center was unlocked so 
participants were able to get ready for their event. The municipality was involved in building and 
financing this Dar Chabab. Given how removed from the city the neighborhood was, they 
wanted this house to succeed and remain standing to attract youth.  
Dar Chababs One and Three had computer labs and equipment that served a variety of 
activities. Private room space provided chairs, tables and projectors. While the computers were 
available for youth to use, I did not find any software other than Microsoft Excel that could help 
the youth store, manage, or analyze data. Dar Chabab Two did not have a computer lab and the 
house director said they did not have any plans to support the house with computers and software 




Equipment, funds and buildings are important, but the most important resource is people. 
All three houses had one director, one employee running the day to day tasks. The house 
directors deal with the administrative part of the houses, its connections and partnerships with 
other houses and the local delegation and Ministry. The employees’ job is to organize and lead 
some club activities, develop and cultivate relationships with association leaders, and maintain 
the grounds. 
In addition, the Ministry requires local delegations to monitor and collect annual reports 
from Dar Chababs in their respective regions. These reports are filed for the Ministry to keep. 
They serve as a system of monitoring and accountability for the Ministry to keep up with the 
funds and equipment periodically allocated to each Dar Chabab. While I was not allowed to keep 
any copies of these reports, I was able to see one of them and study it during one of the meetings 
I had with a house director. The report was far simpler than I thought it would be. It was in the 
format of a table that listed all the associations that were officially registered and paid their fee 
for that current season. The report was the first of the season to be filed. For that reason, it did 
not contain any information about activities associations were doing or not doing. Financially, 
the report listed a number of smaller repairs the house made during the summer months when the 
house was locked for the summer holidays. It listed what was repaired, parts purchased and how 
much was paid for labor. The report was a two-page document signed and stamped by the house 
director. A copy of that document was sent to the local Ministry delegation to be filed and in turn 
sent to the Ministry in Rabat. I was told by the house director that such reports are filed every 
month covering the activities that took place in the Dar Chabab for that particular month. It 
includes financial information about how much was spent on the house’s own activities as well 




reporting is a common occurrence in organizations to keep people accountable and keep 
information saved, it does not constitute an evaluative activity. These reports serve monitoring 
purposes and that are a basic layer of evaluative work.  
Dar Chabab’s purpose is to be a framework, a welcoming space for associations to be 
creative and work with youth on their interests. As a result, the question about existing 
evaluation practices should be directed to study participants, the people who actually do youth 
work. Chafiq from Dar Chabab One summed up a typical answer that I heard from participants 
across the entire process: “I have been with this Dar Chabab since 2010. I have never seen or 
been invited to participate in an evaluation, so I haven’t really seen anything of this sort in this 
Dar Chabab.” Associations often perform internal short and oral evaluations of their own 
activities. Elias from Dar Chabab Three described these evaluations: 
The way we do evaluation is we write reports and the people who are responsible for 
every activity or project write up their evaluations of the activity but for the evaluation of 
the Dar Chabab itself. It just started working for 4 years now so it still has some progress 
to do especially in this field of evaluation but I think with the help of our association, we 
really expect and hope that we can get invited and involved in an evaluation project for 
the whole of Dar Chabab. 
Some of the existing evaluative practices described by some participants could be 
described as monitoring activities. However, during the course of this project, I noted basic 
evaluative work. There is an understanding that the work the youth were doing ought to go 
through a cycle of reviewing and checking. Goals, meetings, activities, positions all needed to be 
thought about, discussed, and reviewed so the mistakes of one season might not be repeated the 




promising finding indicating that the youth understand the need and purpose of evaluating their 
work. In general, per the Ministry’s mission and plan, evaluation is part of the 2030 vision. Yet, 
the Ministry does not mandate that every house conducts its own evaluation independently using 
its own resources. It would be fair to say that the Ministry is aware that its network of houses 
does not currently have the capacity to conduct evaluations.  
Perceptions about Evaluation 
When comparing the participants ideas’ about evaluation before versus after the project, 
the main argument becomes how this was a transformative participatory evaluation and not a 
practical one (J. Bradley Cousins & Whitmore, 1998; Paolo Freire, 1970; Vygotsky, 1978). All 
six of the interviewed participants reported developing new perceptions about evaluation after 
participating in this project. A contrast soon started to emerge from their descriptions of the two 
processes. One side of the spectrum, one was exclusively qualitative and heavily based on 
discussion while the other, is often described as “scientific” and uses numbers, percentiles, 
graphs, and statistical tests to prove or disprove ideas. Participants used a variety of words to 
describe the two types of evaluations. Imad, a male participant from Dar Chabab One, said: “It is 
very rare that we see evaluations conducted and when there are, they are not done in the 
methodical, scientific way that we were able to see in this workshop with you.” Another 
characteristic pertinent to only the “new” and “scientific” evaluation is that it heavily involves 
the youth on the receiving end of the association’s work. Participants reported that in previous 
evaluation activities, they never saw the merit of involving the youth who come to their activities 
and benefit from their work. In their evaluation discussions, youth leader participants in the ECB 
study reported that their work with their youth was voluntary work. Since they received no 




activities and scrutiny. Leaders administering surveys to their youth did not intend to give them 
the power to evaluate and potentially criticize their work. The expectations of the study 
participants were that voluntary work intending to do good should not be the object of evaluation 
or critique. Instead, it should be accepted at face value even if it fell short of its intended 
purpose.  
The dynamic of older youth working with younger youth operates within a larger culture. 
In Moroccan public schools, teachers and professors are never subject to student evaluations. A 
company evaluates the performance of its employees, a professor evaluates his students’ 
learning, the Ministry evaluates its youth houses, and so on and so forth. Groups with more 
power evaluate groups with less power in a top-down structure. This “new” evaluation breaks 
this rule. It introduced a new perspective to the participants as well as their youth. A group with 
less power was given an opportunity to evaluate the group with more power. “The participants 
thought this was an important step because they were able to see that their opinions are important 
and will be heard and they made sure to answer the questions clearly and honestly” (Elias, DC 
Three House). In the following section, I report on data relevant to each of the 4 principles of 
participatory evaluation. 
Participatory Principles  
As discussed in the literature, Crishna (2007) outlined the defining principles of what 
makes an evaluation participatory. I discuss the results in this section based on each of the 4 
principles. 
1. Sharing control over the process of the evaluation 
Describing the various ways control was shared during the project entails understanding 




from one culture to another, from one community to another. I was the only common 
denominator in the three processes that were going on simultaneously. Having a bird’s eye view 
of the three processes meant that I often did comparisons among the three houses and jotted the 
notes down.  
Starting with Dar Chabab One, I noted how things were running relatively smoothly. It 
was the place where I observed the highest level of engagement with a process. It was therefore 
relatively easier to make it a collective and shared effort; a process where everyone felt they 
were contributing. Participants of Dar Chabab One showed high interest in the project and its 
objectives. They understood that it was going to be a 6-month project and it would entail 
attending meetings and performing research and evaluative activities. During meeting one, I 
explained the logic model, and then it was time to decide on the criteria. These were decided 
after a dynamic and enthusiastic discussion. I noted a feeling of excitement and accomplishment. 
The project felt really off the ground and up to an energetic start. The debate and discussion over 
the criteria took the better part of our two-hour meeting. The importance of this meeting for the 
participants was beyond what I had expected as echoed by Mohammed:  
I think that was a fantastic discussion and it went very well, and we learned from that a lot. I 
think that actually was the key point where we really started to get the hang of it and understand 
the process of evaluation and how it should go” (Dar Chabab One).  
In addition to the five criteria adapted from the Ministry’s mission statement, the two 
additional criteria we discussed were heavily debated among the participants. The language used 
by the participants indicated that their understanding of the evaluation was transforming. The 
possessive “our” was being used frequently to describe the evaluation. Participants often 




that I was not aware of. I felt a sense of “if we are going to do this particular thing, let’s do it this 
way because we know this way will work better.” It also indicated that they are perceiving this 
evaluation to be a project of their own; a project they are responsible for. In Dar Chabab Three 
and Dar Chabab Two, the first meeting was less dynamic, and the participants were less engaged. 
Although participants chose to adopt the same criteria suggested by Dar Chabab One 
participants, the first meeting was still spent discussing the logic model, criteria and the overall 
process. The discussions were still managed in a way to allow room for participants to develop a 
sense of ownership. Going into these meetings, that was a priority. The language that was used 
during the debate indicated an awareness and a sense of ownership of the evaluation. While 
meeting one was a success in Dar Chabab One, it was engaging and involving enough in Dar 
Chababs Two and Three. 
The process hit some bumps along the way, mostly because it became challenging to find 
a time suitable for everyone to meet. We were able to meet the second meeting, but we decided 
to skip the 3rd meeting and work on the instrument design and subsequently data collection 
through group discussions on online group chat. Meeting two was also highly engaging in Dar 
Chabab One but less so in Dar Chababs Three and Two. Participants were asked to bring 
examples of questions based on the criteria that can be transformed into either interview or 
survey questions. In Dar Chabab One, participants brought questions written and one participant 
brought a survey that he developed. First, we discussed the connections between criteria and the 
different types of data collection instruments that can be adopted, the participants collectively 
agreed they should adapt the criteria into a questionnaire. The types of questions the participants 
were suggesting were initially open-ended and did not fit well with the Likert scale we had 




including some who could miss meetings, communication was instant as well and participants 
were getting my responses to the questions frequently. Commenting on this particular step, 
Chafiq explained: 
For me, the most difficult part was the instrument design stage and actually coming up 
with questions that would suit the diverse youth that we work with in our association 
and the Dar Chabab. Each subgroup was different, and their understanding level of the 
questions varied. Some questions needed to be made even simpler for youth who have 
quit school for a bit of time while some concepts needed more explanation even for the 
educated youth.  
The second meeting was significant and revealing. The sharing of control was manifested 
in the highly engaged participation during the design of the questionnaire: the writing of my 
notes after each meeting really helped me reflect on the process and think about the back and 
forth conversations. At times, it felt like I was running a classroom. In other times, it felt like I 
was working with a team on a project. Explaining how we could convert the broad goals of the 
Ministry into operational statements and how that would help us come up with the instrument 
questions is an example of the teacher in classroom. Yet, the moments when participants would 
suggest including or excluding questions felt like there was team work on a project. The leaders 
moved from participants who had basic understanding of what an evaluation entails into 
contributors to the question that would be part of an evaluative instrument. It is in such context 
that I noted the transformation (Vygotsky, 1978). At the end, the questions were theirs making 
the whole instrument theirs. 
 The questionnaire was ready to be administered within a week of our second meeting. I 




commented not only on the development of the instrument but also on its administration. When I 
visited with them during their data collection sessions, I noted how most would take 
responsibility for the questions on the instrument. For instance, in one of these visits, 
Mohammed and I were chatting about the progress of the project. He handed me copies of the 
instrument and asked me to take over, go inside the room, introduce myself to the youth, 
introduce the instrument, ask them to complete it, and assist in the process. I insisted he do it 
himself since he had participated in developing it and his youth knew him better than me. He 
reluctantly walked into the room. I observed as he hesitantly and nervously explained the task to 
the youth and handed the copies out. He walked around answering questions. At that point, I left 
the room and waited for him in his office until he rejoined me and handed me the stack of 
completed questionnaires. My presence there meant to him that I would automatically take over 
and perform the task since I was “the expert.” Asking him to collect data meant that I trusted him 
to do it on his own. It meant that I did not want to control the process. His facial expressions and 
the words he used then indicated that he felt a stronger sense of ownership in the evaluation. 
After handing me the papers, he said “I hope they said some good things about us, and it is not 
all bad.” This comment meant that he really gave up some of that power—the power of 
controlling the narrative. Now it would be up to the youth he supervised to speak about him, the 
association, the Dar Chabab and the work they do with them. His excitement was noted because 
with other participants, I usually was the one following up with the steps.  
As the primary investigator, participants understood that it was my job to keep the 
process moving. I noted participants often asked about when the next step was going to occur. 
That was a good indication that they were either eager to get to it or they were curious to know. 




participant asked when we would talk about inputting the data into the software. We had talked 
about this being a technical step coming up and he was curious about it. My goal was to put the 
participants up-front in the evaluation activities andexpose them to the process as much as 
possible. This exchange meant to show that the entire evaluation process was meant to be a 
collective and shared practice.  
Dar Chabab Two started quite strong gradually slowing down. The participants engaged 
on quite a different level. In this house, the control felt like it was mostly mine. Throughout the 
process, I kept wondering why the process did not feel participatory. I kept going back to two 
reasons: the age of the participants and the lack of connections I had with the team members 
prior to this project. After the first attempt for a meeting failed, I quickly realized that the age 
difference between me and the participants was going to be an important variable. The first 
meeting was organized in a large room. I had arranged with the director to use a projector. I 
asked for tables which he arranged in rows in the traditional format of a classroom. That meeting 
failed because it was still the very beginning of the school year. Even after recruiting participants 
to come, they considered participating in this project a part of the Dar Chabab season and to 
them that did not start until school was settled. While school had already started, voluntary work 
for a lot of these associations started gaining momentum week by week as word spread that 
activities were taking place. In my second meeting, I asked to meet in a smaller private room. I 
was aware of the distance between me and the youth leaders. I could feel that the participants 
saw me as an authority figure. They had heard that I had permission from the Ministry to be 
there. They had heard I was coming from America. In order to break the ice, I did not use the 
projector or the slides. I had them sit in a circle with me. I used a lot of metaphors to explain the 




started to see me differently. They invited me to attend one of the activities they were organizing 
for little children for an upcoming religious holiday. The second time we met was right after my 
second meeting with Dar Chabab One participants which was more productive. 
Similar to Dar Chabab One, I had three meetings total in Dar Chabab Two as well, after 
sharing the instrument in the second meeting, I chose not to have the third meeting because 
group chat as a discussion tool had worked seamlessly with Dar Chabab One. The same strategy 
worked with Dar Chabab Two as well, and I was able to follow along with the participants about 
when and where they were collecting their data during the week. Group chat also allowed them 
to ask me questions whenever they came up. The heavy involvement with Dar Chabab One team 
made it feel like the process with Dar Chabab Two was different. I would also follow up with the 
director of Dar Chabab Two house since he oversaw everything, and he had an overall idea. His 
input contributed to the success of the data collection process even though it took much longer in 
Dar Chabab Two than it did in Dar Chabab One.  
In Dar Chabab Three, I had a very late start. Evaluation activities did not start until after 
5 visits trying to meet and recruit people. In retrospect, the mistakes I learned from Dar Chabab 
One and Dar Chabab Two helped me with Dar Chabab Three participants. Although it was 
harder to convince them to participate, the youth leaders who participated were seasoned and 
well versed in the world of youth work. The group I worked with had been working in that Dar 
Chabab since it was built, and their association had been active for years. Once they engaged 
with the project, they saw it as an opportunity to learn something new and potentially meet 
people who could train their up-and-coming youth leaders. Their participation was serious, and 
they were very engaged every step of the way. Another variable that helped the process feel 




understood that they needed to keep up. Their decision to also use the same instrument also 
helped immensely since we did not have to spend time and effort in creating a new instrument. 
The data collection process started right away. With Dar Chabab Three participants, I often 
followed up with them through phone calls and visits. We only had two meetings out of the 4 
because that is all that was needed.   
2. Setting objectives jointly 
Each of the steps of the process had its own objectives. The level of participation in 
setting these objectives varied widely between highly engaged down to me setting the objectives. 
Setting some of the objectives myself helped me maintain reliability for this evaluation. In some 
instances, I needed to take on the role of “the expert” so I could intervene if some participants 
were to take decisions that could affect the evaluation negatively. Sometimes this had a 
corrective feel to it while other times it had an instructional, educational feel. In either case, I 
believed it contributed to developing evaluation capacity. 
One central step shared among all three houses is the introduction of the project and what 
the evaluation entails. In all three houses, the very first meeting always included a short 
discussion about why it was important to do these evaluations. Knowing what they knew then, I 
ask them: 
a. How do you see this evaluation helping you? 
b.  How would you use the results? 
These two questions prompted them to think about their objectives for this evaluation in 
general. These discussions allowed the groups to articulate and set the objectives jointly. It was 




objectives set for this project. It became clear when I spoke to participants about my part of the 
job in this project. Elias from Dar Chabab Three said: 
We are part of this Dar Chabab, so it makes sense that if us, as part of this organization, 
are able to conduct an evaluation this way that our skills can get transferred to others who 
would work with us in a similar project […] we might face some difficulties because this 
particular Dar Chabab is newly opened but there is some continuity and some expertise in 
terms of the people who work with youth here and can help the other leaders of 
associations to lead such a project. 
Elias was able to articulate the objective this study was trying to achieve. The very first 
step was the setting of the criteria for the whole evaluation. Dar Chabab One participants and I 
sat these objectives jointly. My part was to explain how important it was to use the objectives of 
the Ministry. We were not evaluating their associations solely. We were evaluating the house 
overall. Their input came in the form of suggesting and deciding on two additional criteria and 
operationalizing them into questions for use in the instrument.  
As mentioned before, both Dar Chabab Two and Dar Chabab Three did not show 
as high level of engagement and understanding of the importance of the criteria that is 
specific to them. However, in all three houses, the initial meeting served as a space where 
we talked about the project in general. It was the space needed to define the project and 
its objectives and decide on them jointly. For each house, I gave the first meeting great 
significance because the success of that meeting meant higher likelihood for the whole 
project to succeed. The agenda for the first meeting was the same for all three houses, and 
the discussion of the content was different based on my relationships with the 




3. Supporting members through difficulties 
During the five months of the study, participants found different tasks difficult to go 
through. Some found it hard to just get started, others to understand new concepts, some to 
operationalize criteria, etc. I noted that for every step of the process, I was doing a 
consistent amount of support for participants. Although to a much lesser extent, I also 
noted support of participants to each other. 
Starting with examples of me supporting the members during the process, I have to 
talk about the relationship that needed to be built from the beginning of the project until the 
end. Each relationship was different on its own right and the culture of each house was 
reflected in these relationships. The relationship between me and the participants at Dar 
Chabab One was that of partnership. Most participants knew me for a while before this 
project started. I had worked with some of them on youth programs during high school and 
college. The rest of the participants noticed the dynamics of the group and followed suit in 
the way they approached me and the project. My support for this group of participants was 
limited to the technical side. I observed that I needed to work on their motivation to agree 
on meeting times. Motivating them to engage and participate in meetings was not necessary 
at all. The other type of support was all technical. The PowerPoints I used together with the 
discussions we had were central for their successful participation and collaboration. Among 
the six elements of the evaluation, the team needed support all throughout the process. 
However, little was needed to motivate them to do the work and complete it as long as we 
have agreed to it during meetings. They needed me for technical aspects. They needed to 




leadership. Mohammed commented on the type of support he saw I was providing when 
we were discussing the survey questions: 
I remember so many questions were proposed that were quite off the issue we wanted to 
tackle, and you were able to redirect it towards better versions like what happened with 
one specific participant. His questions were not going to work with the type of 
populations he works with so you were able to bring that to his attention and we did 
modify those questions and that was the way that I used to work on my other projects to 
hit the proper criteria I am trying to tackle. 
In Dar Chababs Two and Three, the type of support needed was different. I needed 
to be there for every single step for it to be done and completed. From beginning to end, I 
needed to work harder to recruit, motivate participants to agree to participate and keep 
participating. This was the most challenging aspect of the whole project. However, once I 
had the two first meetings done, the following steps occurred following and the momentum 
continued with some hiccups on the way. The support both groups needed was not of 
leadership; it was of the boss having to be there for you to do your job. My relationship 
with the participants, while pleasant, was that of a stranger and an outside authority figure. 
They did not know me from before. If I was not there reminding them of the next step to 
the project, no action would take place. In addition to this, I needed to provide the same 
type of technical help as I did in Dar Chabab One. I assumed the roles of motivator, trainer 
and manager. They were still willing participants. Yet, in the midst of their busy lives, they 





In terms of participants supporting each other, I noticed most of it happening in Dar 
Chabab Three. Among the participants were three members who were older and had 
significantly more experience thus earning that seniority. They showed more willingness to 
support the other participants. One main reason why these three participants went out of 
their way to explain the steps to the team members is because they wanted their association 
to be well represented. When I interviewed Imad at the end of the project, I asked him 
about how he supported his team. He said,  
The difficulty I found was to explain the process of this project because just a few 
weeks ago. It was new to me too. So, for every member of the team who worked 
with me in this project, I had to explain the process to them, and I found some 
difficulty with that.  
Imad was an older leader of one of the most active associations working in Dar 
Chabab Three. When I recruited him to participate, he looked at me with a serious look, 
shook my hand and told me he would do his best to see this project move forward as it will 
expose his team members to new skills. On multiple occasions, Imad would use the name 
of his association and ask how they were doing as a subgroup. I quickly realized he was 
trying to use this project to show participants from other associations that his association 
worked harder and contributed the most to the house’s success. It was an internal 
competition to him. In order to avoid the other participants feeling less involved, I 
reminded Imad that we were all trying to work for the benefit of this house and asked him 






4. Collective awareness 
The three houses differed in this regard as well. I used several strategies to move the 
process forward in order to finish within the time limits. It was very important to manage the 
attitudes and values I was projecting onto the groups to get the results I was looking for.  
In Dar Chabab One, the attitude I was projecting was one of a facilitator and leader. I 
wanted the group to perform the major steps of the evaluation and I wanted to be there 
performing it with them. Examples of that would be deciding on evaluation criteria, developing 
the questions for the instrument, data collection and entry. During each of these of steps, I would 
provide the options and talk about the different routes we could take with the project and how 
every decision we made would have to be explained and would have consequences. The decision 
of going with a questionnaire and not doing any interviews was their decision and they knew 
what it entailed. They were interested in the numbers and seeing how running statistical tests 
would help them see their work from a new and fresh perspective they might not have seen 
before. Participants often spoke about the advantages of using surveys to explain their decision. 
One said,  
I agree doing a survey was something new to us as opposed to what I personally call 
normal evaluation because it is based on conversations. Surveys on the other hand is 
based on criteria and is technical like I mentioned before learning about the Likert scale 
and the extent of accuracy it gives you about certain abstract concepts.  
Chafiq and others used this argument to support their choices. Arguments in favor of 
using surveys were that it would help us reach a wider number of the youth, be a time saver, and 
they would not need to transcribe interviews and not know how to analyze and interpret the data. 




among the members of the house. Taking important decisions about multiple steps in the 
evaluation not only showed a higher level of engagement but also indicated a stronger sense of 
collective awareness about the project in general. 
In both Dar Chababs Three and Two, I did not get a clear sense of the participants’ 
awareness of the project until the end. Due to Dar Chabab Three’s late start in the project, they 
were trying to catch up with the other two houses. They did not have the same amount of time 
the other two houses had. Yet, to some extent, Dar Chabab Three team members worked 
collectively on the evaluation process. They often spoke about how their house will do better 
than the other two in this project. It was a competition to most of them.  
The awareness varied in comparing the two smaller houses with the Dar Chabab One. 
From the onset of the project, I observed the extent to which the Dar Chabab One team was on 
par with the whole process. I noted a higher level of awareness that the evaluation was moving 
forward. They were performing the tasks, putting effort into it, they wanted to see the results of 
their project, where it would go and how it would end.  
The Evaluation Process  
In the previous section, I presented fieldnotes and interview data about the participatory 
elements as an approach for this evaluation. In the following section, I will provide an 
introduction to the evaluation project as whole. I discuss what type of evaluation we conducted, 
goals and objectives, questions, methods, and finally the results. I follow the same organizational 
outline as in the previous section by discussing data from the 3 houses in each of the 5 steps the 
evaluation took.  
The way Dar Chababs and the associations have operated for the past three decades have 




framework and the type of programming provided to youth hardly ever change. The Dar Chabab 
I went to as a child still offers the same activities and games to children today. I witnessed the 
same programming between 2005-2007 when I was a youth leader as well as during my visits to 
collect data for this study in 2017. The new 2030 National Strategy put forward new objectives 
for Dar Chababs. According to the Ministry’s website, a Dar Chabab today is considered an 
educational, cultural and social public space designed for youth and children to enjoy activities 
like theater, music, dance, cinema, painting and sports. The educational opportunities Dar 
Chababs offer include computers classes, foreign languages, and tutoring sessions. Other than 
computer and foreign language classes, the work of Dar Chababs has not changed since the 
1970s. The issues at hand are creativity, quality, accountability and responsiveness. Currently, 
we do not know if the way Dar Chababs operate contributes to the new stated goals set by the 
new national strategy in anyway. The reason is an absence of thorough and systemic evaluations. 
Dar Chababs have real potential to contribute to the lives of youth in Morocco. The objective of 
this evaluation is to assess these three Dar Chababs and the success of their programs in reaching 
the stated goals set by the Ministry. It aims to use this evaluation as a teaching tool and a process 
that allows them to think about their own practice in a different way. 
The overall approach of the evaluation endeavored to be an appraisal of worth and merit 
of their programs. Evaluating an already established system of programming calls for a 
summative evaluation. This approach aims to “assess a mature project’s success in reaching its 
stated goals” (Frechtling, et al., 2010 p.10). The evaluation set out to collect information about 
the outcomes of 3 Dar Chabab programs, their strategies, and their activities in order to make 
judgement based on stated goals. It aimed to direct the evaluation data, analysis and reports in 




stakeholders. In more specific terms, this evaluation aimed to assess the extent to which the 
programs of the three Dar Chababs do the following for the youth: 
1. Increase access to economic opportunities and enhance employability. 
2. Develop access to basic services and improve their quality. 
3. Reduce social disparities. 
4. Encourage the active participation of youth in social and civic life and in decision-
making. 
5. Develop respect for human rights. 
6. Communicate better, share-information, evaluate and govern amongst themselves. 
The primary audience of this evaluation was the youth of the Dar Chabab and its 
administration. Through their participation in this project, this evaluation aimed to enhance their 
understanding of what a systematic standards-based evaluation was. Dar Chababs, including all 
the associations they house and their administrations, were the primary audience of this 
evaluation. The Ministry and its local delegation should also be interested in the results. Both 
have requested copies of the final report or the evaluation. The more general audience could be 
associations and Dar Chababs nationwide who can use this study as well as the evaluation results 
to inform their future decision making about evaluation and programming. Discussing audience 
means discussing stakeholders as well. Although the scope of this evaluation was focused on the 
youth participating in it, it had 3 layers of stakeholders: 
1. Primary stakeholders: Dar Chabab Youth/Associations 
2. Secondary Stakeholder: Dar Chabab Administration 





The results were shared with the stakeholders in hopes they could be used to inform 
program building and program quality for youth in Dar Chabab. In the following section, I 
present the evaluation and discuss each stage of the process. 
Deciding on evaluation criteria (Meeting One) 
Meeting One was the launch pad for the project. For each of the three houses, this 
meeting was very important because I had to present the project and answer questions about 
participants’ expectations in order to get the evaluation off the ground. This meeting served two 
main objectives: 
a. Development of the conceptual model of how Dar Chababs work and a theory of the 
program. 
b. Discussion and development of measurable criteria and standards. 
Taking Dar Chabab One’s first meeting as an example, patterns of evaluative thinking 
begin to emerge. The meeting started with three participants. I had them start taking the pre-ECB 
Questionnaire to save on time while we waited for the rest of the team members to arrive. It took 
us close to 20 minutes to finish the questionnaire. During this time, participants often asked 
questions and wondered about the meaning of some elements in the instrument. The types of 
questions they asked gave me indications that we were going to have an engaged and productive 
discussion. Once all instruments were collected, I started my PowerPoint presentation with a 
slide defining what evaluation is using Carol Weiss’s definition (1998): “The systematic 
assessment of the operation and/or the outcomes of a program or policy, compared to a set of 
explicit or implicit standards, as a means of contributing to the improvement of the program or 
policy” (p. 4). We spent close to 15 minutes discussing this particular definition. Most of the 




standards was not a matter of interest to this particular group. In Dar Chababs Two and Three, I 
offered the example of buying a car and what goes into that decision. From there, we discuss the 
elements of their answers and crystalize their understanding of what criteria and standards mean 
in the context of Dar Chababs’ work. In Dar Chabab One, however, the discussion centered 
around what it meant to have a systematic look at the process of the Dar Chabab’s work. Their 
first question was what the process involved. A second and more important question was about 
how challenging it could be to start and maintain a systematic consideration of a process, given 
the culture of their associations and Dar Chababs in general. Their main concern was how the 
idea would be perceived by the people in the environment within which they worked. Their 
concern was related to youth and the Dar Chabab not responding well to the idea and all what it 
entailed and demanded of them. While they did not question the importance, necessity, and value 
an evaluation could bring, they were apprehensive about how to present the idea and how 
practical it could be in the long term. My recommendation was to pay close attention to how our 
evaluation project would proceed and note the difficulties and challenges we would face as a 
team and how we would deal with them. I recommended they used this evaluation project as a 
field experiment. 
The next slide elicited the discussion of the Dar Chabab program theory. I started by 
explaining the four main elements of the logic model of evaluation (input, activities, outputs, and 
outcomes) before I gave an example about computer science classes. For this example, I 
explained that input would be the physical space in the youth house, and time invested by youth 
leaders; the activity would be the actual computer science class; the output would be the power 
point skills and finally the outcome would be better grades in school. I paused for five minutes to 




the model and compare their notes. I then switched back to discussion mode and sat down to talk 
about some of their examples. The pattern I noticed was the ability of the participants to break 
down their projects into a series of connected elements versus thinking about them in their 
entirety. In addition to that, I noted that they started thinking beyond the projects they were 
working on. The logic model had them thinking about what elements are needed (Input) for the 
project to be possible. Compared to before, these ideas were not verbalized but assumed. The 
logic model discussion helped them bring it to the forefront of their attention, put it in words and 
place it as a necessary part of their projects. The logic model exercise helped them rethink their 
projects from a new perspective. Participants were able to take the logic model and analyze their 
work and their own current projects.  
One example stood out to me. One of the participants used the example of the summer 
camps. This program was still fresh in their minds since it has only been a few weeks since the 
national summer camp program had ended. The participant explained how he never thought 
about these camps in this fashion before. He added the input was time and effort by the youth 
leaders and the space provided by the Ministry. The activity was the two-week camp on the 
beach. The output was group and social skills. Outcomes of the camp were development of a 
sense of independence, self-confidence, and well-rounded personality. In general, the participant 
was able to connect the logic model with the definition of evaluation we had discussed earlier 
and asked if this was part of what it means to be systematic in evaluating.  
Overall, this discussion took about an hour of our meeting, the second hour of the 
meeting was spent discussing the Ministry standards and the criteria we would adopt for this 
evaluation and why. Starting with the assumption that my participants would not have a clear 




used the goals outlined on the 2030 MYS vision because that defines the context in which these 
Dar Chababs exist and operate. However, when asked about the Ministry’s goals, only a few 
participants raised their hands and said they had heard of the 2030 vision. They were often 
unsure about these official objectives. Once I shared the slide with the Ministry standards, I 
noted their perceptions of these objectives as lofty, far-fetched, and not carrying too much 
operational meaning. To bridge this space, we took time to discuss how these goals can be 
operationalized into measurable criteria. These discussions in all three houses helped the 
participants understand the goals better. “We had quite a bit of questions about using those 
[Ministry’s Mission and Goals] as criteria but it really caught my attention how this was done,” 
said Chafiq at Dar Chabab One. The process was about translating the goals from lofty, wordy, 
and slightly ambiguous concepts into simple, operational, practical, and measurable tasks. Imad 
saw this discussion differently:  
We used to see things from a black and white lens and after discussing the criteria my 
vision widened and I understood that we were going to do an evaluation that was precise 
and more specific to what this Dar Chabab does. It wasn’t about black or white anymore. 
It was about different colors which help give you a better evaluation for that work. 
One example of the criteria was “access to more economic opportunities.”  One 
participant described the wording of this goal as one that he often heard in the King’s televised 
speeches, government press conferences, or covered on the national news media. It did not 
translate to anything tangible for him. In addition, this seemed like an unattainable goal given the 
very humble capabilities of their smaller youth organizations. Although the criteria discussion 
took the bulk of the first meeting, it was the essential connection that I needed to establish with 




and on the ground experiences. It helped them see how they can be achieved with relation to 
their own specific contexts.  
Taking “Increasing access of youth to economic opportunities” as an example, we 
discussed the activities they were engaged in that season with their youth that contributed to that 
goal. Some of the activities that were shared were computer classes and theater skills. The 
connection that was established was how these two activities could potentially help youth 
develop important skills like graphic design, website building, public speaking, and presentation 
skills as well as less visible skills like building confidence andsocial and emotional intelligence. 
While these activities might not have direct results guaranteeing jobs for youth, these skillsets 
were considered essential in helping youth become more competitive and employable in the 
future.  
In each of the three first meetings I had in the three houses, I had the same discussion 
about Ministry standards and evaluation criteria. In each meeting, we went through each of the 
five Ministry objectives and we simplified them into what they could be doing or not doing that 
contributes to each of the five Ministry objectives. Using the example of the employability, 
operationalizing it, and then connecting it to some of the work they already felt like it was the 
missing piece. Once this discussion finished and these objectives were simplified, I noted a 
feeling of ease falling onto the room. I observed as participants’ attitudes started shifting. I noted 
how participants started comparing their work amongst each other and went as far as sharing 
projections of the evaluation results. “We worked a lot on those criteria… There were some 
criteria that we could see were happening and some others our Dar Chabab did very little about.” 
For a number of participants, this discussion was the steppingstone that helped propel them into 




project suddenly did not seem foreign, unattainable, difficult or far-fetched. I closed the first 
meeting by inviting them to think about questions they would want to include in an instrument 
that could elicit information about each of the criteria we decided on and start putting together in 
an instrument. Almost all participants had already taken surveys before, so they understood what 
was being asked of them. The meeting ended with a short discussion about setting a time for 
Meeting Two and saying goodbyes. In table 8, I list the Ministry objectives/goals and the criteria 
that were developed and the operationalized during meeting one: 
Table 8 
Ministry Goals Converted into Evaluation Criteria  
Goals Criteria 
 




I learn skills that will enhance my employability and help me 
find a job 
Developing access to basic services and improving their 
quality 
 
I feel supported in getting a good education, health, safety 
Reducing social disparities 
 
I treat everyone with respect, and I am open to working with 
others from all social backgrounds. 
 
Encouraging the active participation of youth in social and 
civic life and in decision-making 
 
I contribute to the decision-making in this Dar Chabab and in 
my family. 
 
Promote respect for human rights 
 
 
I learn more about human rights and how to respect them.  
 
Better communication, information-sharing, evaluation and 
governance 
 
I am involved in this house and how things are managed. 
I communicate with my peers often and well.  
 
 
We opted to phrase the criteria in the form of statements to give them an active and 
inclusive feeling. Our hope was for the youth to be able to easily internalize and think about 
them in relation to their own personal contexts. The next step was to give them the opportunity to 
suggest two additional criteria. Intense debate ensued. The number of criteria that were 
suggested was more than we could discuss and go through in the one-hour time slot we had left 




that the reason behind this choice was based on the possibility of operationalizing each of the 
criteria.  
The two additional criteria are: 
1. Organization and quality of services provided to young people 
2. Support from the house administration/Ministry for the work of associations 
The first targeted two things in one. It asked about whether the house was organized in its 
work in that new members could clearly see the flow of work and activities in an inviting and 
organized fashion. It also asked about the quality of services, activities and work available to 
youth. Some participants argued that some associations blocked time slots and space and ended 
up not using it or use them for activities they deemed not as important. The second criterion dealt 
with the support from the Ministry to the houses or from the house to the associations. Overall, 
the purpose of this discussion was to help participants develop a sense of ownership for this 
project. It was important they see their Dar Chabab evaluated not only from top down but also 
based on criteria they thought were important as well. To close the meeting, I asked the 
participants to think about questions they would ask their youth to learn from them about how 
their Dar Chabab performs in each of the seven criteria that we had developed in this meeting. 
Although the questions they wrote or thought about were not the ones that ended up being 
adopted for our instrument, I wanted them to get started in thinking about converting criteria into 
questions that could go on a survey.     
In Dar Chabab Two, the meeting was scheduled at a time that coincided with a larger 
event organized in the main hall. The event was a play by some youth performed before 
community members and families to celebrate a religious holiday. There were sounds of 




interfere with our meeting. I had 16 participants attend and complete the first meetings but not all 
of them continued until the end. Dar Chabab Two was the Dar Chabab where I had most of the 
participants drop out of the project, mostly after Meeting One.  
Some participants excused themselves to go check on the event since their youth were 
part of it and come back. I opened the meeting by thanking them for taking the time to attend and 
participate. Like the Dar Chabab One meeting, I had them take the Pre-ECB Questionnaire first. 
They asked questions about the items in the questionnaire during and after. Once the 
questionnaires were all completed, I started by introducing myself again and explaining the 
reasons that make their participation in this project important and useful to them. I spoke about 
how it could help them work better together and be able to offer better programs to their youth. I 
tried my best to keep this meeting lighter and simpler as it was at the end of the day in a very 
busy youth house. I handed out papers and we all sat down in chairs in a circle. I followed the 
same agenda of the meeting in Dar Chabab One, although I wished the participants had not been 
distracted. I felt they had a valid reason to excuse themselves for a minute or two and come back. 
I particularly hoped their engagement in the discussion about criteria was stronger and/or similar 
to the one in DC One.  
Yet, we managed to discuss the standards of the Ministry and convert them into criteria. 
The discussion was not as animated and as engaging as I had hoped. It seemed I had to do extra 
work and coaching to get the participants to discuss the criteria and get a handle on the concept 
of evaluation and the logic model. Unlike Dar Chabab One, the participants at Dar Chabab Two 
did not make the connection between the logic model and the systematic nature of the evaluation. 
That was a central concept I hoped they developed after Meeting One. However, Meeting One 




part of this project, but I did not believe they had developed a solid understanding of what an 
evaluation process was and what it involved. I explained the voluntary nature of their 
participation. I added that the director and I had an understanding that refusing to participate 
would not negatively affect their relationship with him. It was only the first meeting, so I did not 
give my feelings for the meeting too much thought. My general belief was that the participants 
perceived me as an “expert,” and they were there to participate because they wanted to make the 
house director happy. I needed to work longer with them and develop stronger connections with 
them. We still had a few months to go. Having the meeting at that unfortunate time may have 
contributed to this feeling and their performance. However, I felt like I managed to get the 
participants on board with the project and get it off the ground as well.  
At Dar Chabab Three, the process was smoother since I had already gone through this 
meeting twice in two different environments. The Dar Chabab Three context was different in that 
it was removed from the city. Participants were eager to participate because this project meant an 
opportunity to collaborate with an organization outside their community. It meant they might 
work with other Dar Chababs in the city as well. Learning from Dar Chabab Two meeting, I 
realized that holding my meeting without the projector was much better. At Dar Chabab One, the 
participants were older, and the setting helped make the PPT presentation work.  
At Dar Chabab Two, using a projector felt out of place and too academic for the setting. I 
learned that sitting down with the participants in a circle and using handouts made me look 
approachable and not someone whom they might shy away from. In a similar fashion, I started 
my meeting with the Pre-ECB Questionnaire. I provided a handout with the same information 
from the slides and space where they could take notes. I had learned from the previous meeting 




the long run. The standards/criteria discussion was animated, and participants were engaged with 
it. The participants’ grasp of the evaluation process was evident. I was able to finish this meeting 
ahead of time. Doing it for the third time helped keep the meeting focused. We avoided the 
unnecessary conversations and discussions. Participants responded to the process differently than 
Dar Chababs One and Two. In this group, I had much older participants who had been in the 
field for 2 or 3 decades. When asked, they mentioned they had participated in other programs 
and other evaluation projects but never in the context of a Dar Chabab. When asked to elaborate, 
they said there never was any interest in supporting this type of work. The Ministry and the 
delegations let them organize their activities and their work and if they were willing to do any 
internal evaluations, they would do them for their own association as opposed to for the whole 
Dar Chabab. These two participants brought a different feel to the room because their confidence 
and experience outside the Dar Chabab inspired the other younger participants. In a couple 
instances, they helped explain some concepts to the other participants. One mistake I should have 
paid attention to was sharing the additional two criteria that were suggested by the teams with 
them. I should have let them suggest other criteria and then compare it to the ones from the other 
Dar Chababs. However, this saved us a lot of time in the Dar Chabab Three meeting.  
Generally, the meeting was a success in all three houses with minor differences. I tried to 
keep the schedules and programs for each meeting exactly the same to minimize bias between 
the houses. However, some modifications had to be made in the way I led Meeting One between 
the houses. For example, the age and length of experience for Dar Chabab One and Three 
participants made it possible for me to manage the discussion differently and keep it focused. In 
Dar Chabab Two, the age of the participants together with the power dynamics within the Dar 




could see they did not relate to me yet. Dar Chabab Three was similar to Dar Chabab One in a lot 
of ways. The participants were older and more experienced. They welcomed the experience and 
they wanted to participate fully. Since the Dar Chabab Three evaluation started the latest, much 
of what was discussed in meeting one was already prepared. I still managed to keep the agenda 
of meeting one the same so we can go through the same process I went through with the other 
two other Dar Chababs.  
To summarize Meeting One, I managed to introduce the project, collect Pre-ECB Data, 
discuss evaluation as a process and what it involved, practice operationalizing Ministry 
standards, and finally debate criteria and have them suggest their own. One more latent, yet 
important, goal to this meeting was to generate a momentum for the project to help keep 
participants interested and continue with the project until the end. Although the discussions in 
Dar Chabab Two were not as animated and as lively, the meeting still provided them with the 
necessary chance to develop an understanding of what evaluation was and what this project 
entailed in addition to contributing their ideas to the development of criteria.  
In order to keep the momentum going, I suggested we meet the following week in order 
to discuss the evaluation questions and data collection methods and to design the instrument. 
This presented a challenge to all of us since we initially could not find a time suitable for 
everyone. I managed to convince some participants to move some events on their schedules just 
for Meeting Two. We eventually managed to schedule a time and I did that with Dar Chababs 
One and Two. Dar Chabab Three started the whole process a month later due to the participation 






Instrument Design/Meeting Two 
Participants and I arrived at the second meeting on a high note because of the excitement 
and success of meeting one. However, Meeting Two was going to be significantly more 
technical. Most of the information shared and discussed was completely new to some of the 
participants if not all of them. The slides I prepared for meeting two included 4 major topics: 
1. Evaluation Design 
2. Surveys vs. Interviews 
3. Instrument Design  
4. Data Collection 
At Dar Chabab One, the meeting started with the evaluation question. I put the evaluation 
question on the first slide. I took time to explain how the evaluation question dictates the overall 
design of the evaluation, the data collection methods we would adopt, and the instrument we 
would use to collect data. I showed a slide of the eight criteria we had adopted from the 
Ministry’s vision in the previous meeting. I explained that our evaluation was primarily 
descriptive. Our intention was to describe the performance of the three Dar Chababs specifically 
based on the eight criteria previously adopted. Our secondary intention was to compare the Dar 
Chababs amongst each other. In order to answer the evaluation questions, we had to collect 
information from the three Dar Chababs and specifically from the youth who benefit from the 
work of the Dar Chababs. The youth would be our population for the purposes of the evaluation. 
In the next step, we had to talk about the differences between surveys and interviews and what 
type of data each method would generate.  
Up to this point, I could see that the participants were responding less fervently compared 




overwhelmed with the amount of new information I was presenting. The atmosphere in the room 
changed from excitement into concern—concern that they might be in for something they would 
not be able to do. To ease the situation, I clarified that for anything they found themselves unable 
to do, my role and my job there was to intervene, explain and help the process move forward. I 
added that they ought to take this evaluation as training for evaluation work and they should 
expect my support throughout the project. That helped alleviate some pressure and changed the 
atmosphere in the room. I asked everyone to take a pause and get some refreshments.  
Once we sat down again, I moved swiftly to talk about the survey and instrument design. 
I explained that a survey would be the better fit for the descriptive nature of the evaluation 
question. I noted they had a lot more interest in surveys as they were stopping me and asking me 
a lot of questions about them. They added that a survey instrument would be the better fit for the 
evaluation for two reasons. One was because they have no experience using surveys and this 
project would present a learning opportunity. Most importantly, surveys would help them reach a 
larger number of youth and would be easier to collect and manage. Seeing that their need for this 
experience was also an opportunity to build capacity where it was needed most, I introduced 
more information about surveys. I presented the Likert scale. I explained how its continuum idea 
can give us a better understanding of the abstract concepts we were dealing with. I showed them 
examples of the Likert scale-based questions and how they could be answered. For a reason 
unknown to me, I noticed how the atmosphere in the room changing again to excitement. Chafiq 
commented on the instrument:  
[The] survey […] is based on criteria and is technical like I mentioned before learning 
about the Likert scale and the extent of accuracy it gives you about certain abstract 




interesting and that’s why it is stuck in my mind. To be honest, we have never worked 
this way before. 
 In addition to this, surveys meant I would have better oversight on the process. With 
interviews, I would have reliability doubts as it would have been hard to keep track of the 
interviews, who was doing them, what questions were asked. I would have had to sit with each 
one of them to make sure the protocols were followed that would have been an overwhelming 
amount of work and extremely hard to be finished on time. The survey instrument made sense on 
many levels.  
Once the decision was made to adopt a survey design. I asked them to tell us the 
questions they had prepared (if any), based on the criteria we discussed in meeting one. One of 
the participants took out a two-page survey that he had worked on at home. I asked for his 
permission to share his survey with the other participants so we can discuss. He agreed and I 
took picture of it on my phone and I posted it on the slides. A copy of this survey is in Appendix 
H. The questions in this questionnaire were far from ready to be administered. While it was very 
detailed, it had a lot of issues that we needed to address. We discussed ways to make this 
instrument simpler, clearer and with fewer questions. We discussed how we could phrase the 
questions better with the audience in mind. Mohammed described this process in his own words: 
I think it was one of the most difficult stages of this project, because we were preparing 
some questions and we learned how to ask them in a way that was still very new and 
strange from the perspective of the participants as well as the youth we help in our work. 
It was hard because we had to form questions and keep in mind the way the youth would 
receive them and how we would treat their answers once we got them. We were not used 




do with our youth. It was all about the way you ask the question in order to elicit the 
information you wanted to know 
We started working on survey questions in Meeting Two, but we quickly realized the 
time had already slipped away. We had to conclude Meeting Two and discuss the possibility of 
another meeting. It became clear very quickly that it would be hard to find a meeting time that 
everyone could agree on. We decided to move the discussion to online group chat. Participants 
shared their questions on the chat, and I provided feedback on them over a period of two weeks. 
The online group chat discussions were similar to the discussions we had at the end of Meeting 
Two. Participants would send in questions and I would either rephrase or give reasons why some 
questions would not work. By the end of the first week of the group chat discussions, the 
participants understood the type of questions and language that should be used in the instrument 
and why. By the end of the two weeks, the instrument was starting to take shape. I reorganized 
the questions according to the criteria and created the simple one-page instrument and sent it for 
the group to give feedback on. Their participation in the development of this instrument was 
immersive. I noted how the participants sometimes talked about the instrument and referred to 
specific questions by their number. The final version of the survey is included below in 
Appendix I.  The tool that participants seemed to show most interest in was Likert scale. Elias 
described: 
In all of our activities or the evaluations we did, we never had to use a scale to measure 
the effectiveness or opinions of the youth or the people we work with. Did people like 
our activities or not? What about the quality of our work? And so, we saw how to use 
these new ideas and incorporate them into our work meaning how to write some 




During my qualitative data analysis, the mentioning of the Likert scale came up 
frequently. It was one of the highlights of their participation in this project. They saw how useful 
it was in operationalizing abstract concepts and getting as close as possible to an understanding 
of the population’s opinions and views on matters.  
In Dar Chabab Two, the second meeting was much better than the first The participants 
who attended Meeting One and realized they would not be interested in participating did not 
come. That allowed for Meeting Two to only have participants who were focused and wanted to 
be involved. Having gone over the discussion and the instrument design in Dar Chabab One, I 
tried to keep Meeting Two shorter. I realized it was very important to shorten the time of the 
meetings in order to encourage the participants to attend. I started the meeting by reminding 
them again that this project was meant for them and that I was not someone sent by the Ministry. 
I tried to cover the topics exactly like I did in Dar Chabab One. However, the research concepts 
felt completely new to them and I was not getting the same reactions, questions, pauses as I did 
with Dar Chabab One participants; it felt like they just wanted me to tell them what to do. 
Having to understand the inner workings of the process may have seemed overwhelming and 
unnecessary to them. The idea of their participation in every step of the evaluation process as a 
learning experience did not seem to be going through to them as I had hoped. The criteria 
discussion was fairly simple. When I started talking about the evaluation design, the instrument 
and surveys versus interviews, I was not getting the engagement I wanted to see.  
I had prepared hand-outs that had examples of evaluation designs, examples of questions 
for the instrument, and examples of surveys. One of the participants asked if I could show them 
the instrument developed by the participants in the other Dar Chabab. At the time, the instrument 




They suggested they could contribute questions about the criteria in a group chat and for me to 
merge them all together in creating one instrument. I did not think the idea would take away 
from each group doing their own part. They each submitted and discussed their questions in a 
different chat group. With this understanding, I informed them that just like Dar Chabab One, I 
was going to break the larger team into smaller teams and work with each one per their schedules 
and in different locations as we saw fit. They welcomed the idea and added it would better serve 
the needs of each group than the larger general meetings. I mentioned we would still meet one 
last time to close the project. Once we were done, they decided to invite me to observe one of the 
acting workshops they offered to youth. I did. I enjoyed it and learned some tips along the way. 
By the time we could have Meeting Two in Dar Chabab Three, the other two Dar 
Chababs were in the thick of collecting data. Word had already reached Dar Chabab Three 
members that the instrument was out and was being used to collect data. This resulted in a 
shorter meeting with Dar Chabab Three participants. Because of that, I approached the meeting 
with a backward design. I brought copies of the instrument and asked them about the steps we 
took to get to what we had then. This brought about a different type of discussion. With the 
group I had in Dar Chabab Three, I felt this approach would be best. First, I would recognize 
what they had heard. Then, I would use that to engage them in discussing the concepts I wanted 
to discuss with them to begin with (Evaluation Design, Surveys vs. Interviews, Instrument 
Design, Data Collection). Participants were highly engaged and debated some items in the 
instrument. I could not say with high confidence that all participants walked out of that room 
knowledgeable about how to design an evaluation and pick an instrument and data collection 
method. However, I could say that they walked out with a solid understanding of what a 




evaluation with no external help remained unclear at that point in time. Much like what I did 
with Dar Chababs One and Two, I informed them about not holding a meeting three and that I 
would be working with them in smaller groups. 
Data Collection 
This was the longest step of the whole process. As a facilitator for all three Dar Chababs, 
I was visiting every house every weekend working with smaller groups from each house 
separately. It was a time consuming and exhausting process. It did, however, allow me to work 
closely with groups and provide the necessary help that is needed. It was the period of time 
where everyone felt the project was in full gear and everything was moving and progressing. 
Some participants were administering the survey and did not need any help. With others, I noted 
a level of apprehension. To help support them, I initially performed the task myself or with them 
in an attempt to lower their anxiety. Later on, I would attend for support. One major observation 
I noted multiple times was the feedback participants started getting from their own youth. As 
participants were administering the surveys, their youth would make several observations and 
compliments about the survey. They thought it was a refreshing change that their leaders were 
interested and actually asking them about their opinions. 
Nevertheless, I was concerned about how some leaders might influence the input from 
their own participants. I made sure to discuss bias with them during one on one meetings and in 
group chat. I reminded them that we were seeking reliable information from the youth and we 
wanted to know their opinions with as little bias as possible. Elias noted, “The participants 
thought this was an important step because they were able to see that their opinions are important 
and will be heard and they made sure to answer the questions clearly and honestly and for me I 




difficulties I faced getting my participants together in the beginning of the process. The 
participants learned how difficult it can be to organize these meetings successfully. Mohammed 
(from Dar Chabab Three) put it in his own words:  
The particular stage where we had to deal with people was challenging. We often agreed 
with youth to come and nobody shows up. Because some people care and others don’t 
give it too much importance but thankfully, we worked with some youth for over a period 
of time so they also helped us. They came when we asked them, and they filled out the 
survey and they were serious about it. Time was definitely a challenge. We often couldn’t 
find a good time when to meet and when to get the youth to participate. 
With us all being familiar with the same difficulties, we were able to go through them 
patiently. “We had issues with getting youth together to just collect data. We saw how difficult it 
was for you to get us together,” said Imad, from Dar Chabab Three. My support as well as each 
other’s support helped immensely. It was important they realized that one failed event did not 
mean the project had to be stalled or stopped.  
Data Entry, Analysis and, Results Interpretation 
The overall feeling during this step was that of both relief and dissatisfaction: Relief from 
having enough data to move on to the next step; and dissatisfaction from feeling like more data 
could have been collected if we had had more time. The strategy of working in smaller groups 
during data entry proved effective. We continued working the same way because it made it easier 
to reach all the participants in various flexible times. It also made it possible for me to visit 
multiple sites in the same day. At this point, I did not have to do any more recruiting. The 
participants were already highly engaged with the evaluation. They communicated with me more 




about the next step. They often asked how to deal with the data they had collected up to that 
point. I started setting up small group meetings with groups of participants from the same 
associations. It would mostly be no more than 3 participants. At this stage, I needed to introduce 
the statistical software that I use to input and save the data. Meeting in small groups made even 
more sense since I had to use my own computer. None of the three Dar Chababs had access to 
the statistical software I used. Computers were available at Dar Chabab Three and Dar Chabab 
One, but they ran older operating systems and did not have the software installed. Meeting in 
smaller groups meant I could have the participants use my computer to input the data within the 
same large dataset. For each one of these sessions, the time spent on introducing the software 
was not enough for them to use it themselves. Incidentally, the only software they had available 
to them was Excel. The statistical software I used was more advanced and not available. Some of 
my participants had background in math. They were able to see that the mathematical and 
statistical tests we were doing can be done manually as well as with Excel. The only difference 
was that the test calculations would take more time and the analysis would need mathematical 
skills that not all participants had. The software used was dedicated to statistical tests for studies 
in the social sciences and was made to be user friendly. We discussed ways to obtain a license to 
be able to use it online. I then showed them how to run some simple tests and how to read the 
results.  
During some of these sessions, I noted how some participants were more curious than 
others. While some sessions were only about inputting data and visualizing it with graphs and 
tables, other sessions went into details about performing statistical tests like t-tests and 
ANOVAs. It depended on how interested participants were. The bigger challenge that was 




Running the tests on the software took one or two steps; he tables and numbers produced were 
the real challenge: 
We were able to see how it is done and we were able to see where those numbers actually 
come from and at the end an image starts to form in our minds about the evaluation 
results based on the percentages we saw regarding each criterion. It was all new to me to 
see how you can actually use those numbers in a large spreadsheet turn into curves and 
percentages that make sense. Although I believe we needed way more time to get it 
down, we learned how to ask the software to show us the results in the shape of curves 
and graphs that would help us understand the data better. We had to deal with some 
mathematics in this stage and that helped us get some percentages that would be leaning 
positively or negatively, although I still believe that the period we spent collecting data 
was not enough. (Mohammed, Dar Chabab Three) 
Most of the participants needed my help to interpret the results and this was a capacity 
building opportunity. Participants were involved in serious discussions about the results of the 
evaluation and what it meant for them and for their Dar Chabab. When we started the process of 
analyzing data, participants had already begun discussing the results of the evaluations amongst 
themselves. By that time, things were wrapping up and the deadline set to finish the project was 
coming closer and closer. I asked that all participants stop any data collection activities and hand 
me any remaining surveys. My focus then was to work with everyone on setting our third and 
last meeting that all participants should attend. I was able to get them to agree to a final meeting 
where we could present and discuss the results in a large group. There were enough smaller 




In each one of these short meetings, I started with the evaluation objectives and the 
questions it set out to answer. The evaluation intended to examine the extent to which each one 
of the 3 Dar Chababs performed based on the criteria adopted. Opening up the meeting with 
these numbers gave them a general idea about the entire evaluation project as opposed to just 
their own individual Dar Chabab. To present an overall view of the data collected, I start with the 
descriptive statistics as the following tables show.  
Table 9 
Evaluation Participants by Gender  
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Female 55 37.9 38.5 38.5 
Male 88 60.7 61.5 100.0 
Total 143 98.6 100.0  
Missing System 2 1.4   
Total 145 100.0   
 
Table 10 
Evaluation Participants by Youth House 
 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid DC One 41 28.3 28.3 28.3 
DC Two 51 35.2 35.2 63.4 
DC Three 29 20.0 20.0 83.4 
4.00 24 16.6 16.6 100.0 









Evaluation Participants by Age 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 10-15 87 60.0 60.4 60.4 
15-18 1 .7 .7 61.1 
18-30 56 38.6 38.9 100.0 
Total 144 99.3 100.0  
Missing System 1 .7   
Total 145 100.0   
 
 
In order to answer the evaluation central question, we measured the means between the 
self-reported scores on each of the seven criteria for significance. A one-sample t-test was 
conducted for all data from three Dar Chababs against a 2.5 test value. Participants answered 
questions related to each of the seven criteria and scored them between “1=Strongly Disagree” 
and “5=Strongly Agree” with 0 being “I don’t know.” Unable to find previously published 
studies or data to compare the means led us to having to compare them to an average score. The 
statistical significance argument would mean that the Dar Chabab is either doing significantly 
better than average score of 2.5 or doing significantly worse than that score. Either way, the test 
value of 2.5 only serves as an example to describe what the data looks like in a general sense. 
The significant difference from 2.5 can be positive or negative with a higher or lower mean 
difference. A positive significant difference means that participants have rated Dar Chabab to be 
performing at a score higher than 2.5 in a particular criterion. Data presented below in Table 12 
shows that only two criteria had no significant difference from the average score of 2.5 (access to 
services: education, health, safety, and support from Ministry to Dar Chababs and associations). 
The means of the other criteria (employability, minimizing social gaps, social life and decision-




organization of Dar Chababs and activities) are statistically different from 2.5. Looking at the 
mean differences, data show positive values all above 0.93. Participants believe their Dar 
Chababs are positively contributing to their lives in all criteria except for the two mentioned 
above. These results were somewhat surprising to most of the youth leaders who conducted this 
evaluation with me. After each of the small meetings and the last general meeting, participants 
often communicated how proud and happy they were with the results they had. The general 
picture they had was that they were doing an okay job that is at least above average. Whether 
that average is acceptable to some or all is another question. Some participants thought the 
results were not necessarily good because they thought of the results being positively significant 
from 2.5 as not enough. Their argument centered around the idea that if participants did not fully 
agree or strongly agree that their Dar Chabab was in fact helping them in all eight areas then 
there was more work that needs to be done.  
Generally, most participants found going through the experience more rewarding than 
studying their own Dar Chababs. Their major takeaway from this experience was the systematic 
way of thinking and judging of their work and their activities. The logic model and evaluative 
thinking in that an activity needed to have an objective which could be used as a criterion to 
evaluate the success or lack thereof of that activity was what the participants seemed to be the 
major takeaway. They might not be able to do that for every activity given the modest means, but 









One-Sample Test for 7 evaluation criteria 
 
Test Value = 2.5 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference, 






8.355 144 .000 .93103 .7108 1.1513 
Access to services 




.645 144 .520 .09310 -.1922 .3784 
Minimizing social gaps 
 21.811 144 .000 1.67586 1.5240 1.8277 
Social life and 
decisions making skills 
 
14.811 144 .000 1.18793 1.0294 1.3465 
Respect human rights 






16.086 144 .000 1.29034 1.1318 1.4489 
Organization of Dar 
Chabab & activities 
  16.551 144 .000 1.76897 1.5577 1.9802 
Support from Ministry 
to Dar Chabab and 
associations -1.535 144 .127 -.21034 -.4813 .0606 
       
During the entire evaluation process, I was often asked to compare the Dar Chababs to 
each other. I often refrained from doing so in order to keep the teams working independently and 
minimize bias. Once all the data were collected, we had the opportunity to sit down and discuss 
the results of the evaluation including all three Dar Chababs. The last meeting was the 
opportunity to see what the data was telling us about the differences in performance in each of 




Dar Chababs, I ran a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test on the evaluation data. The 
objective was to determine whether there were any statistically significant differences between 
the means of the three Dar Chababs when it comes to their self-reported performance for the 8 
criteria. The null hypothesis for this ANOVA was:  
H0: μ1 = μ2 = μ3 = μ3 
H1: Means are not all equal. 
The ANOVA results are shown on the following table 
Table 13 
One-Way Analysis of Variance ANOVA Test Results between Three Dar Chababs 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Employability  
 Between Groups 1.691 3 .564 .309 .819 
Within Groups 257.619 141 1.827   
Total 259.310 144    
Minimizing social 
gaps 
Between Groups 7.115 3 2.372 2.879 .038 
Within Groups 116.150 141 .824   
Total 123.266 144    
Social life and 
decisions making skills 
 
Between Groups 8.207 3 2.736 3.059 .030 
Within Groups 126.110 141 .894   
Total 134.316 144    
Respect human rights 
 Between Groups 10.386 3 3.462 2.452 .066 
Within Groups 199.073 141 1.412   






Between Groups 6.291 3 2.097 2.309 .079 
Within Groups 128.056 141 .908   
Total 134.346 144    
Support from Ministry 
to Dar Chabab and 
associations 
Between Groups 1.403 3 .468 .169 .917 
Within Groups 390.932 141 2.773   
Total 392.334 144    
Access to services 
(education, health and 
safety) 
Between Groups 30.975 3 10.325 3.603 .015 















   
Organization of Dar 
Chabab & activities 
 
Between Groups 6.373 3 2.124 1.290 .280 
Within Groups 232.137 141 1.646   
Total 238.510 144    
 
The means of the three Dar Chababs were statistically different from each other in three 
of the eight criteria (Minimizing social gaps, Social and life decision making skills, and Access 
to services). Looking at the Tukey Honest Significant Difference test showed which Dar Chabab 
was significantly different from which according to which criteria. The table for these results 
was large and presented some redundant information. In Table 14, I am only providing the 
results for the criteria that showed significance or close to it.  
Table 14  








(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 









DC One DC Two 
-.53874* .19038 .027 -1.0337 -.0438 
Social life and decisions 
making skills 
 
DC One DC Two 
-.50275 .19837 .059 -1.0185 .0130 
Access to services 
(education, health and 
safety) 
 
DC Two DC Three 
1.25152* .39369 .010 .2280 2.2751 
 
The Tukey test showed how DC One was significantly different from DC Two in its 
scores for two criteria: minimizing social gaps and Social life, and decision-making skills. The 
negative mean difference of -.53 and -.50 respectively showed that Dar Chabab One performed 




Chabab Two were significantly different from the means of Dar Chabab Three. The mean 
difference value of 1.2 means that Dar Chabab Two again performed lower in this criterion 
compared to Dar Chabab Three. All in all, if the three Dar Chababs were to be ranked in terms of 
their performance reported by their own youth, Dar Chabab One would be first, followed by Dar 
Chabab Three, with Dar Chabab Two coming last.  
To finalize the project, I prepared for a last meeting to present the results in a more 
organized and academic fashion. I scheduled a final meeting for each of the three houses. By this 
time, everything about the project was starting to feel like it was coming to an end. To my 
surprise, all three of the house directors welcomed the third meeting with excitement. For Dar 
Chabab One, the reason was because it coincided with a general meeting with leaders from the 
Ministry delegation. The house director wanted to showcase the project and the results of the 
evaluation. At this point, we had started working on drafting a report for the evaluation. All I had 
then, was the full evaluation process and its results. In Dar Chababs Two and Three, the third 
meeting was not overtly advertised. Only the participants in the project came. I found myself still 
having to do some convincing for continued participation. I still needed to collect Post-ECB data 
and recruit two participants from each house for interviews.  
We met knowing that this would be the last time we would meet and that it was the end 
of this journey. For each of the three final meetings, I thanked everyone for participating and 
giving some of their time to this project in the past five months:  
Arriving at this point after working on this project for the past 5 months, it was great to 
finally get to that day when we could see the outcome positive or negative. For me it was 
a positive outcome because looking at the whole project in general. I think it took the 




remember when I was young myself. These kids they do have an academic sense, they 
have a critical sense and that’s how things move forward. 
A short presentation about the results followed, together with recommendations on how 
to move forward beyond this project. The results were presented to the participating youth in a 
formal way. My PowerPoint presentation intended to draw a general picture from the beginning 
to the end in order to elicit a discussion about evaluation use. I gave everyone the opportunity to 
ask questions. I expected I would get a large number of questions and I would not have the time 
to answer all of them. However, the whole discussion centered around the contributions of this 
project and how much they have learned from it. With every participant’s questions often came 
words of gratitude for the work and efforts that have been given to youth work and its quality. 
 The results were expected by some youth leaders, but others were surprised. The 
evaluation results were more interesting to the Dar Chababs’ administration. They were 
concerned about how the evaluation results would reflect on them and their work. I added that 
once the project concluded and all ECB data was collected, the plan was to work on a full report 
that summarized and presented the full evaluation. Copies of the report would be sent to the 
participating youth leaders, Dar Chabab administrations, the local delegation, and the Ministry in 
Rabat. The job of the writing this report would fall all on me as the primary investigator because 
of the time constraints at the end of the project. During the meeting, I received a few questions 
that were centered on how I arrived at some of the conclusions about the criteria. We took 
between 20 to 30 minutes in each meeting to discuss the results of the evaluation questions. 
Although I was not able to explain how the statistical tests worked and proved the significance, 
they were convinced and trusted the legitimacy of the results they saw because this project was 




than the evaluation results because they had already started looking forward into how they could 
move this further. I did not want to inject into this conversation some fear that would affect the 
participants I was still going to interview for the ECB study. With that in mind, we closed the 






Discussion and Conclusion 
For any ECB effort to produce results, research indicates two main courses of action are 
necessary: A series of actions dedicated to building capacity, and a network of support 
(Baizerman et al., 2002; Milstein & Cotton, 2000; Gibbs, Jolly, Napp, Uhl, & Westover, 2002). 
The support network encompasses anything that is afforded to the evaluation process to help it 
start, move forward and conclude successfully. This includes stakeholders contributing through 
time, finances, motivational or administrative support and entails a leadership that understands 
and values evaluation. It requires a leadership willing to support the evaluation financially by 
providing it with the physical and human resources needed. Prior to starting this project, I was 
aware that I would have little to no support from the leadership. The Ministry of Youth and 
Sports gave the necessary permits to conduct the evaluation. The local Ministry delegates and the 
house directors also gave their permits for the project to go on. The house directors’ participation 
was minimal and insignificant. Working in such a context, the approach that would be best suited 
to get results was to focus on the participants and the participatory element of the project. This is 
considered a bottom up approach that capitalizes on the people who actually carry out the 
evaluation. For that to happen, I cultivated strong and genuine relationships with the youth 
leaders. I managed to provide my teams with the support they needed. In this section, I discuss 
how relationships, support and participation emerged as the three major themes that made a 
difference in this evaluation project. 
Relationships Matter 
In Dar Chabab One, if there was one word I could use to describe how the process 




place that spearheaded the project and was the most organized and active house of the 
evaluation. The reason why the process in Dar Chabab One’s house was steady, continuous, and 
productive was because of the strong and foundational relationships I, as the researcher and 
evaluation leader, managed to develop with the teams. The connections were beyond personal 
prior to the beginning of this project. These are connections based on a strong belief in the idea 
of the project. Rachid from Dar Chabab One was asked about what made the project work: “I 
think two things helped a lot: One, the importance of this idea; and two the belief of the people 
working on it. The people who participated with us and came to the workshops and the meetings 
and really believed in the importance of this idea helped move it forward.” My relationship with 
Rachid goes back to 2005, when I joined the leadership team of a local association. Rachid was a 
member as well and we worked together for several years after. I had spoken with him about this 
project before we started, and he was one of the very first people I recruited to participate. I 
knew his connections and his experience would help immensely. More importantly, the efforts 
that Rachid made to help this project had more to do with recruiting, motivating, and 
participating in every step of the way. To me as a researcher, he was a youth leader and a 
participant. Yet, he chose to do more than that. He introduced me to the new director of the 
house. He was the first to come to all our meetings and called to remind other participants to 
come. His participation, his motivation, and all his contributions were momentous, leading, and 
inspiring to the other youth leaders.  
Starting the project in Dar Chabab One with steady feet could not be said about the 
experience at Dar Chabab Three House. The project in this house had to be postponed a month 
compared to the other two houses. The Dar Chabab Three experience shows the extent to which 




another youth leader from Dar Chabab Three who was also a local politician. Not yet realizing 
how important building relationships can be to this project, I assumed delegating this part of the 
project could work just as well. As explained earlier in the paper, the approach failed. That was 
the depressing moment that made me sit back and rethink my approach. I realized the reason 
everything was going well in Dar Chabab One was the pre-existing relationships with key 
participants in the house. These participants saw me there, they met me, they talked to me. Dar 
Chabab Three participants had not met me, had not seen me, nor had they talked to me. I had to 
postpone the start of the project for a month. I had to take some steps that would allow me to be 
accepted into the community, build trust and sustain these relationships. The new approach had 
me spend most of my Saturday afternoons and Sunday morning at Dar Chabab Three. With the 
help of Rachid and the house director, I met several youth leaders. I went to their activities, I 
showed interest in their work, I talked to them after their activities, I sang with them, I played 
games with them, I took pictures with them, I attended some of their meetings. Within a few 
weeks, conversations had started happening about what I was doing there. Youth leaders started 
asking me more information about the project and started wondering when it would start. By 
developing these relationships, I was able to generate interest in Dar Chabab Three and its youth 
leaders.  
The experience at Dar Chabab Two, while different from others, supports the theme of 
how building relationships matter. The project in that house started around the same time as Dar 
Chabab One. I had met the director of the house earlier in September. We kept in touch so he 
could give me updates about when the associations and youth leaders started their season. I had 
thought their season started with school in early September. I learned later that it started 




leaders was on a Saturday afternoon. The director of the house had informed me that activities 
and some youth had started coming to the house, but things were still moving slow. I still wanted 
to try my luck and I asked him to set up the meeting and announce it. He did and eventually only 
five participants came. It was not the best result that I had hoped for, but it was a start. That 
meeting allowed me to meet some youth leaders and talk to them about their activities, interests 
and programs. I still felt like they saw me as a foreign body in their world, so I decided to give it 
time. Although I developed a good relationship with the house director, I was never successfully 
able to build that trust and sustain that positive relationship with the Dar Chabab Two leaders. 
They still came to the meetings and participated in the evaluation activities, but I could never 
develop the same type of relationships I had with youth leaders in Dar Chababs One and Three. 
It always seemed that Dar Chabab Two youth leaders attended because they wanted to be in the 
good graces of the house director. After all, he was the one who was responsible for giving out 
time slots, signing on their paperwork in the beginning of the year. A house director has a lot of 
say in what happens in the house. One other difference between the Dar Chabab Two youth 
leaders and the other two houses was the average age of participants. The Dar Chabab Two 
youth leaders were younger and less experienced in this field. It was clear they saw the house 
director as the gatekeeper. He controlled their access to the house. My reading for this context 
was not all clear in the beginning, my plan was to meet with the director and try to develop a 
good relationship with him first before I meet with the youth. That is what ended up happening 
but by that time, my efforts had to be split between three houses and ultimately Dar Chabab Two 







If building relationships with the youth leaders was the necessary foundation, 
participation was the pillar. Engaging the youth leaders in the process was a major goal. Their 
participation was going to make this project successful. While other approaches rely on 
workshops, external evaluators, collaborations with other organizations, guides and materials, 
this evaluation sought to engage the youth leaders in the process from A to Z. The three Dar 
Chababs have a very weak network of support for evaluation. Participants reported a very low 
level of readiness of their youth houses to conduct an evaluation. One of the strengths of the 
participatory approach is that it helps jump start conversations about evaluation within the 
organization. Conversations about evaluation is often connected to the development of a culture 
of evaluation practice within the organization (Nylen & Sridharan, 2017). 
At Dar Chabab One, participation was consistent and thoughtful. Our first meeting could 
be considered a workshop and sales pitch for the project. The discussions were informative and 
illuminating for them. “I think that was a fantastic discussion and it went very well, and we 
learned from that a lot. I think that actually was the key point where we really started to get the 
hang of it and understand the process of evaluation and how it should go,” Mohammed, at Dar 
Chabab One said. Involving the participants in every step of the evaluation made a significant 
difference. I observed as the conversations about evaluation changed within the youth groups and 
their leadership. One of the notable steps that left its effect on everyone involved was the long 
data collection procedures. During the development of the instrument, participants engaged in 
several discussions with me and with each other about what to include in the instrument and how 
the questions should be asked. These discussions were influential for youth leaders. However, it 




point, all participants had to do was come to meetings. Data collection was the first time they felt 
they were actively participating and were engaged in evaluative activities quite different from the 
ones they have participated in before. Youth leaders were taking their own instrument into the 
field to collect data. Their youth were completing a survey, some of them, for the first time in 
their lives. Moving from instrument design into data collection was instrumental for the 
participants of Dar Chabab One. I noted how the conversation changed and how a new culture 
and understanding of what evaluation is starting to take hold within the group. Participants 
started sharing ways they could use the instrument in other projects they were working on. One 
participant mentioned that he thought he would be able to create a similar instrument and use it 
to collect data from the youth and their parents about the type of activities he planned to do 
during that year’s summer camp. He found the instrument’s design using statements and Likert 
scale measures to be a very useful tool to gauge his youth’s, as well as their parents’, interests in 
summer camp activities. He mentioned he could use the data to guide his planning for the 
upcoming summer camp programming. His description and use of the instrument shared 
similarities with action research. However, at that point, we had not discussed how to analyze 
and interpret data yet. It was also early to get all data together, analyze it, interpret results and 
put it all together to contextualize it all in the evaluation framework. 
In Dar Chabab Three, the participatory approach took a slightly different form than in 
Dar Chabab One. Because of time constraints, Dar Chabab Three participants decided to adopt 
the same instrument developed by Dar Chabab One team. The time Dar Chabab One participants 
took to debate and decide on criteria, suggest, and edit survey questions was a team building 
activity as well as an evaluation capacity building activity. By adopting the instrument, Dar 




building. They went straight to data collection. While visiting Dar Chabab Three’s teams as they 
were collecting data, I noted that their youth treated the survey differently. It seemed as if they 
took the survey as testing material handed to them by their “teachers” in a different type of 
school. It was very clear how some youth still considered the youth house as an extension to 
school in some regard. I tried to intervene by alerting the youth leaders to this and they agreed 
with me. To help change this, I asked the youth leaders to do two things while administering the 
surveys: First, give a little introduction of the survey, what it is and what we want from it; 
second, walk around the youth as they take the questionnaire and remind them that we care about 
what they think and that we were genuinely trying to understand their opinions. Sometimes, the 
youth needed help understanding the survey questions. As the participatory model suggests, 
support was needed at multiple levels. Supporting the youth leaders through the data collection 
process as well as support from the youth leaders to their youth. These changes were also part of 
the conversations I wanted to start about how the process is carried out in the hope that a culture 
of evaluation and survey taking as a form of information gathering starts forming. It was an 
attempt both to jump start conversation within Dar Chabab Three about the new nuanced 
evaluation activity that was taking place as well change and develop a culture of evaluation 
within the house. According to Elias at Dar Chabab Three: 
They are used to a certain type of activities. They come they find games, activities, 
shows, plays. So when this day came, they saw that we had a plan and we had surveys 
that asked them about their opinions about things. The leaders who collected the data 
with me I noticed they started preparing for their activities in a more organized, and 




At Dar Chabab Two, participation was mostly consistent and serious. However, I was not 
convinced that a culture of evaluation started developing with this project. Similar to the youth 
leaders in Dar Chabab Three, Dar Chabab Two participants also chose to adopt the instrument 
developed by Dar Chabab One. The decision to adopt the instrument for both houses was mostly 
prompted by the time challenges trying to finish the evaluation on time. Overall, Dar Chabab 
Two participants collected data with their youth. I was only able to attend one data collection 
activity with them. While observing the activity, I noted that the leaders were not quite sure how 
to deal with the question the youth were asking them. This was a shortcoming of the group not 
being involved in the creation of the survey. I noted that the leaders talked about the survey using 
distancing language. It was clear to see that they did not consider the survey part of their work. 
Their attitude was clearly that of a work superior giving a task at work. They lacked the 
motivation to understand the survey and its questions. In turn, it was expected that they did not 
carry out the data collection sessions with as much engagement and enthusiasm as the other two 
houses. The dynamic from the very beginning of the process was different. I observed the lack of 
curiosity and excitement to see the results of the evaluation like I noted at Dar Chababs One and 
Three. In the last meeting with the youth leaders, the meeting was less about the evaluation 
results and our interpretation of them. It was short, the youth leaders took the Post-ECB 
Questionnaire, we shared some refreshments, said goodbyes, and closed the meeting.  
Support Matters 
In a previous section, I discussed how support from me as the project leader and support 
among youth leaders were both observed during the process. Both types of support were 




The type of support I discuss here, however, relates to organizational, structural and financial 
issues.  
Structural support covers multiple angles to mean anything that is done within the 
institution to help capacity building activities take place and do well. All decisions, policies and 
actions taken to support the evaluation are considered structural support. When the idea of the 
project materialized, I began the process of getting paperwork ready to have administrative 
access to the evaluation sites. Permission to access, work, and collect data within the three Dar 
Chababs went through a rather bureaucratic and meticulous process. To begin with, I had to deal 
with political nuances of the project. The fact that this study was part of a doctoral dissertation 
and was going to be reported on in English to a mostly English-speaking audience seemed to 
elicit a different reaction than I expected. Oftentimes after introducing myself and what I wanted 
to do, Ministry of Youth officials would ask to clear the permissions to collect data with a higher 
authority. It took a few weeks before a decision was made. The concern was always about how 
the results of the evaluation would make “them” look.  
Once the permissions were secured, I started contacting the local delegates and the house 
directors. Organizationally, this was considered minimal support. Even though evaluation was 
among the goals of the Ministry’s 2030 mission, the actual support afforded to youth houses to 
conduct criterial, evidence-based evaluations is insignificant to almost non-existent. It is not 
unsurprising if we look at the survey data reported by the participants. More than 60% of 
participants reported that all elements needed for a Dar Chabab to commission, conduct and 
support an evaluation by the Ministry, its local delegate or Dar Chabab were non-existent. In 
addition to structural elements, the lack of an evaluation culture contributes significantly to how 




From a financial standpoint, it was very clear from the beginning that this project was not 
the type to invite financial support from the Ministry, local delegates, or Dar Chabab. Looking at 
the data, some participants reported some existing evaluation elements. Some of the questions in 
the survey may possibly have been understood with a rather different frame of mind. When 
asked whether Dar Chababs have information technology to store evaluation data, 38.1% of 
participants answered yes because two of the Dar Chababs had computer labs. Whether the 
software to store and analyze evaluation data can be installed and properly used in the computers 
available was not an element the participants had thought about. I spoke to some participants 
about the positive results that were reported about existing evaluation activities. Their input shed 
more light on the data. Their thinking was based on the type of evaluations they used to conduct-
-evaluations that consisted of meetings with youth leaders to discuss what went well and what 
went wrong with a certain event or activity. That discussion would be noted in a report and filed 
away.  
This project was completed with the means that were available. I used my own resources 
for every step. including the computers, the paperwork, the phone calls, and software. I could not 
use the computers that were available at the Dar Chababs because they were older machines and 
did not have the statistical software needed to input and analyze the data. The houses provided 
the spaces. In an ideal supportive environment, I would have the Ministry administrators support 
the evaluation from day one. They would include this project in their annual strategic planning, 
dedicate funds for the three evaluations; assign extra employees to help with the different tasks 
and follow up with the participants; provide technical support in the form of newer computers 
equipped with statistical software; visit the youth houses and help motivate the participants to 




houses appreciates their work and their contributions; and meet with all of us at the end and 
closing of our project to discuss the results of the evaluation and the following steps as to how 
the results would be used. These are activities that would constitute support and they all matter. 
These are activities that were all but non-existent and I do not see them occurring in the near 
future.  
Putting it All Together 
In this final and concluding section, I discuss the quantitative and qualitative findings in 
greater detail. I connect the elements of the study per the research questions. Following that, I 
discuss the strengths and weaknesses to offer an overall perspective to help interpret the study 
findings. To sum up, I discuss implications of this project on the overall ECB research as well as 
offer suggestions for future research.  
This study aims to answer a central question about participation and the extent to which it 
can build evaluation capacity in youth houses in Morocco. Three Dar Chababs in the same city 
participated in evaluations. Following the logic model, the evaluation’s participants were 
involved in evaluative activities in varying degrees. To answer the main question, four sub-
questions were asked, the first question studied the existing evaluative practices in the three 
houses. The second examined the different ways participants perceived and understood 
“evaluation.” Question Three asked about the specific elements of the participatory approach that 
helped build evaluation capacity. Question Four asked what evaluation skills had seen progress 
and development among the participants. Quantitative data were collected using an adapted ECB 
Questionnaire that was administered before and at the end of the evaluation. Qualitative data in 




evaluation activities were concluded and the post-ECB questionnaire was administered, six 
participants representing the three houses were interviewed.  
To analyze and interpret the multiple sources of data, I adopted a mixed methods 
approach. This approach affords the triangulation of the results that both quantitative and 
qualitative data had produced. Concurrent triangulation design uses both types of data to “more 
accurately define relationships among variables of interest” (Castro et al., 2010). Using the 
participatory approach to conduct the evaluation, pre and post-tests were used to measure the 
difference in the development of eleven ECB constructs among the participants. During and at 
the conclusion of the evaluation, fieldnotes were recorded and interviews were conducted to 
validate, support or challenge the quantitative results. Taking the design of data collection into 
consideration, concurrent triangulation is the appropriate and fitting design to help connect the 
data elements. Another type of concurrent nested design was also considered because the larger 
source of data in this study is qualitative. Nested design places more importance on one type of 
data over the other. The smaller source of data is absorbed and is explained in terms of the larger 
source. Concurrent triangulation gives equal weight to both sources of data. More importantly, it 
allows the researcher to better understand the relationships between the different variables within 
two sources of data. This triangulation is important for this project because the research 
questions ask about the connections and relationships between the principles of the participatory 
approach and the elements ECB and its activities.   
Results from the Pre-ECB Questionnaire showed limited to no evaluation activities 
occurring in Dar Chababs. Results also showed inadequate levels of contextual support for 
evaluative activities in terms of spaces, materials and funds dedicated to evaluation. Although 




data should help contextualize these findings for the reader. On average, participants answered 
questions about the eleven constructs reporting them as non-existent in the youth houses by 
62.7%. Close to 30% of the of the participants reported the eleven elements of evaluation to be 
or have existed in the three youth houses. Having doubts about these findings as the evaluation 
started, I watched and paid special attention to houses and participants during the whole process. 
Fieldnotes and interview data helped contextualize and explain the 31% reporting evaluation 
activities to be or have existed in the youth houses. For instance, take one of the eleven elements: 
the availability of “a group of individuals who are responsible for coordinating evaluation related 
activities.” Forty-four percent of participants reported this to be an existing element of evaluation 
capacity in their youth houses. Throughout the evaluation process and my experiences working 
within Dar Chababs and the associations, I grew familiar with structure of the Dar Chabab. They 
simply did not have individuals dedicated specifically for evaluation related activities. The 
answer to this perplexing percentage is in the qualitative data. The data showed that participants 
had a far simpler definition of what evaluation was, what it involved, and what it entailed. The 
fact that some association members would often be responsible for holding meetings to evaluate 
previous activities and talk about what went right and what went wrong does not qualify them to 
be members dedicated to evaluation per the Questionnaire’s definition. There were multiple 
variables at play with the ECB instrument. First, though the validity and reliability of the 
instrument were tested in its original context, it was adapted from an instrument used in an 
American context. It was translated from English to Arabic. The translated instrument was 
highly reliable as the reliability test showed. The same thing cannot be said about its validity. 
While the original instrument’s validity was tested, the translated one needs tests performed 




information that was not anticipated before. The results of the survey triangulated with fieldnotes 
and interview data provides us with a better understanding. Simply put, participants did not know 
that they did not know about evaluation. Their understanding of some elements was based on 
their own definitions coming from their own frames of reference. This is not to critique the 
validity of the instrument in testing for evaluation capacity but rather point out the need for 
additional piloting of the instrument before adapting it in a different context. All in all, we can 
conclude that the three Dar Chababs showed minor capacity and readiness to commission and 
conduct evaluations. Interview and fieldnote data qualify the capacity and readiness for 
evaluation to be much less than quantitative data had reported. The three Dar Chababs had weak 
to non-existent foundation and support for evaluation activities.  
Question Two asked about participants’ perceptions of evaluation. Participants 
approached this evaluation seriously. It started with day one as an introduction to evaluation, 
program theory and criteria. From this point on, the perception changed. Their description of the 
way they did evaluations versus the way they were doing it then was often described in 
dichotomies of traditional vs academic, oral vs full, random vs methodical, simple vs 
professional. These dichotomies are a sign of how transformative their experience was. Findings 
suggest that perceptions of evaluation prior to this project were consistent and unvarying. These 
perceptions are possibly linked to how they do assessment in school. During the collection of 
evaluation data, youth leaders noticed that youth taking the survey treated the instrument like a 
school exam, asking whether some answers were correct compared to others. The connections 
youth made between school assessments and program evaluation were clear and were observed 
at multiple stages in this project. The perceptions of the youth leaders for evaluation, however, 




They often had an understanding of what it took to be part of an organization, contribute and 
organize events and activities. Participants showed elementary understanding of what an 
evaluation was beyond the monitoring activities the Ministry and the youth house employees 
performed. They engaged in evaluative activities pertaining to their activities. But these 
evaluations often took the form of qualitative discussions. Following their participation in this 
evaluation, the transformative change became clear. Given my profile and how the participants 
perceived me, I often heard this evaluation being described as “academic.” Later on when the 
technical stages of data collection started, participants often referred to the evaluation as 
“precise,” “methodical,” and “scientific.” For the participants, this was the first time an 
evaluation took more than one meeting. Imad, in Dar Chabab One, put it this way: 
The information that we learned were technical and when I compare it to the way we 
used to evaluate our activities and programs was very random in all honesty. Even though 
we sit down in a meeting in order to evaluate but it’s not even close to the level and 
professionalism by which we worked on this project.  
This was the first time the youth leaders had participated in a five-month process to 
evaluate their own programming. Freire's (1970) transformative learning entails the learner to 
move from a passive participant into an active one who thinks and reflects on the process. 
Participants in this evaluation not only participated in it, they also talked about it, discussed, and 
argued about it for a long period of time.  
Questions Three and Four are the core questions of this study. Four ECB elements 
showed the highest statistical significance in connection to two principles of the participatory 
approach. These principles showed to have effects on building higher evaluation capacity:  




2. Setting of the objectives jointly.  
Results of the paired-samples t-test show that nine out of the eleven ECB constructs 
proved statistically significant in participants’ self-reported capacity to perform evaluation tasks 
(see Table 12). While all of the nine elements showed development, four constructs required 
more attention since they have the lowest p-values.  
3. Collect quantitative data (p < 0.001)  
4. Develop evaluation criteria (p < 0.002)  
5. Decide on evaluation criteria (p < 0.002)  
6. Synthesize and interpret data (p < 0.000) 
Connecting fieldnote and interview data with survey data explains why these four 
particular elements showed the highest statistical significance. Participants were highly engaged 
with the process at the beginning of the evaluation. This meeting being the participants’ first 
contact with the new approach to evaluation meant that setting the objectives of the evaluation 
jointly contributed to making them feel more in control of the process. The process of collecting 
data with the participants for the purpose of the evaluation was done by the participants 
themselves. Having participated in developing the instrument, deciding over when and where to 
administer the instrument, assisting the youth and answering their questions while taking the 
instrument were all data collection activities that have contributed to making youth leaders feel 
more in control of the process. Developing and deciding on criteria was an engaging 
conversation. The purpose of the conversation was to have them jointly contribute to setting the 
objectives of the evaluation.  
Out of the eleven elements of ECB, nine show statistically significant differences 




were statistically insignificant. Comparing scores of pre and post evaluation, participants scores 
did not develop to significant levels in two specific elements of ECB. 
1.  Select an appropriate evaluation design (e.g., experimental, quasi-experimental, 
nonexperimental/ observational).  
2. Determine what data collection methods to use 
Participants chose to use the survey as an instrument versus doing interviews or recording 
observations. Their decision was not based on an understanding of the differences between the 
different possible evaluation designs. Participants reported the main reason they wanted to use a 
survey as an instrument was because it was “new” to them. Understanding the technical 
differences between experimental, quasi- and nonexperimental designs was a capacity element 
that I did not target nor spend significant time on during the training meetings. I did not expect 
participants to come out of this experience having mastered all possible evaluation designs 
knowing the different methods for data collection. Lanum (2004) recommends evaluators to start 
projects like this one with modest attitudes and expectations. I started the project not expecting 
my participants to come out of it able to perfectly explain and perform each and every evaluation 
skill. The expectation was to introduce and familiarize the participants with the whole process, 
give them an opportunity to be involved in every step of it and support them in getting their own 
evaluation results. The expectation was also to make evaluation a topic of discussion and 
conversation within the larger organization and among the different stakeholders thus developing 
a culture of evaluation within the youth houses. As Potvin et al., (2003), and Simmons et al., 
(2015) point out, there is value in making such projects feel like a learning opportunity for the 
participants. Making the priority of the evaluation results as opposed to learning how to do an 




kid starts walking, they stumble and fall, stumble and fall but after a while, they learn how to 
walk so we were put on the path,” as Imad at Dar Chabab One put it. When participants felt that 
the goal of the evaluation was educational, it became less about the results and more about 
learning the how to. Prioritizing the participants has another value, as Huffman and Lawrenz 
(2008) report. Teachers in their participatory evaluation study had intrinsic motivation to help 
their students succeed in school. It contributed to their high involvement and heavy participation 
in the evaluation project. This, in turn, resulted in a higher level of evaluation capacity among 
the teachers. Because this project was introduced to the participant as a learning opportunity, 
participants had intrinsic motivation to participate because they saw it as an opportunity to learn 
how to make their work better. Their participation resulted in evaluation capacity development.   
Based on the findings, the central argument of the study supports the participatory 
approach as a significant tool in developing evaluation capacity amongst youth. Findings show 
that participating in decision making and control of the ongoing process leads to higher 
evaluation capacity. These findings further what some theories of learning and psychology have 
argued. Conceptually, this project was grounded in Freire’s theory of transformative learning 
(1970), Vygotsky’s Social Development Theory (1978), and Bandura’s Social Learning Theory 
(1971). The common thread between the 3 theories is dialogue and social interaction. Bandura’s 
theory posits that humans learn observationally through modeling. Vygotsky’s theory places the 
importance on social interaction as a fundamental element in the development of cognition. 
Freire’s transformative education is built on the concept of dialogue as a principal element 
leading to developing understanding among participants. Participation is the central focus of this 
study. This project was essentially about participation. This participation would be impossible 




beginning of the project, is the first zone in Vygotsky’s ZPD. Youth leaders were able to conduct 
oral evaluations by meeting together with other youth leaders to discuss what worked and what 
did not. That is what they were able to do. Participation in this evaluation for five months 
represents the zone of what youth leaders can do with help. The zone of proximal development, 
where social interaction during meetings, group chat, data collection, small group meetings, 
meant that participants developed new knowledge and skills through socially interacting with me 
and with their peers as well as observing my behaviors.  
Conversely, having nine of the eleven ECB elements show significant improvement is a 
promising result for the participatory approach. Yet, the main objective of any ECB endeavor 
remains sustainable evaluation practice. The qualitative data indicates that the lack of a support 
system is crucial to the participants of ECB projects. Youth leaders reported significantly higher 
chances of them conducting a responsive evaluation within their own associations. Within the 
larger context of the youth houses, however, that likelihood is much lower. At the conclusion of 
each of the six interviews, I asked the participants to share their confidence level at being able to 
conduct a similar evaluation in the future on their own without external help on a scale of 0-
100%. Their answers ranged between 70% and 90%. When asked about the organizational youth 
house and local delegation level. Their answers ranged between 0% to 30%. Their commentary 
cited lack of interest from the Ministry, the delegation, and the house employees. The support 
system needed for this evaluation to take place was non-existent. This study provided the 
context, the materials, the training, the motivation needed for an evaluation to take place. The 
absence of these elements meant there was no support system. Participants reported willingness 
and readiness to conduct evaluations on a smaller scale to help improve their own work within 




very unlikely. As Fierro (2012) notes, “Relationships appear to be more prevalent and of higher 
magnitude between evaluation capacity constructs relating to organizational infrastructure and 
the characteristics of evaluation practice” (p. 137). This study established the importance of 
participation in connecting ECB elements with evaluation practice. This study also established 
the importance of organizational structure. The five-month process seemed transformative for the 
participants. Their participation in the process and their contributions to decision making have 
fueled this transformative experience for them. Baizerman et al., (2002); Boyle, Lemaire, and 
Rist, (1999); Lindeman et al., (2018); Milstein and Cotton, (2000); Gibbs, Napp, Jolly, 
Westover, and Uhl, (2002), have argued for the importance the appropriate context and the 
support it offers for evaluation capacity building activities to be more successful.  
This evaluation did not happen in a vacuum. It occurred in a larger social and 
organizational context. Learning occurs through social interaction and dialogue with a teacher 
who might model the behavior to the students. This example happens in a larger context of a 
school the fundamental purpose of which is education. The teaching, teachers, school, 
administration, books, and supplies all are available for the sole purpose of supporting the main 
objective. In this particular process, the larger context is practically non-existent. It is the 
equivalent of a teacher with his students in a vacuum. The Ministry, its employees, and the house 
employees had no impact on the process and how the participants observed and performed their 
evaluation activities. The organizational infrastructure needed for an evaluation to take place is 
still beyond the means of the youth houses and the financial challenges of the Ministry.  
The results I have discussed so far can be discussed in consideration of the following 
strengths. First are the insights I have accumulated through my experiences working and going to 




my experiences growing up going to these youth houses gave me an advantage in understanding 
these organizations better. Understanding the intricate ways to obtain information, documents 
and be able to collect data, I had to navigate multiple levels of these organizations and deal with 
a level of bureaucracy that I did not expect. As noted in one of the main themes of this study, my 
experiences with individuals working within these houses was a key element in the success of 
this experience. For them, they worked with a familiar face. Someone they know appreciated 
their work and their struggles. To them, I was not a completely foreign player that happened to 
fall on them from above.  
A second strength to the study is the multiple sources of data. Approaching the research 
questions with an exclusively quantitative or qualitative method would have produced a limited 
understanding of both the participatory approach and ECB. The data collected from the 
quantitative questionnaire helped connect the pre and post experience differences in learning and 
capacity with a high level of confidence. Interviews and fieldnotes, however, provided the 
context that helped create the narrative. Understanding the context is key in any ECB activity, 
especially the ones that are empowerment and participatory in nature.  
A third strength is the population that this study targeted and involved. Youth were often 
highly motivated and showed eagerness to face challenging new situations as well as 
appreciating the opportunity to practice something novel. It was a highly rewarding experience 
for them. The youth groups I worked were not afraid of change. They did not perform all the 
tasks as they were designed, but they performed them with a positive attitude even though they 
knew they were getting no support for the work they were doing.  
On another scale, there were some of the limitations this study. First, there was the 




questions about it. It was not an easy nor a simple idea to introduce. I had some difficulties 
explaining the process and its objectives in order to secure the necessary paperwork for the study 
to take place. However, once the experience started and the first meetings took place, it was 
easier to work with the youth. The second limitation is the adapted instrument. As noted earlier, 
if time and resources allowed it. I could have opted to pilot the ECB Questionnaire with a 
smaller population before the start of the project. This would have minimized any translation 
issues and adapt it even further to work better for youth population. Instrument reliability did not 
present an issue since the significance of the reliability test conducted showed variance on 
participant data. A third and last limitation was the focus on the three different Dar Chababs that 
had similar structures. Granted the three organizations had completely different internal cultures, 
organizational/relational dynamics, all three Dar Chababs, however, had comparable structures. 
They all had one director and one employee serving the needs of multiple youth associations. 
Focusing on one single youth house could have freed more time and resources to perform more 
evaluation activities, allow time to go over them and discuss them with the youth. Working with 
one youth house could have freed up time for more frequent visits which would have meant more 
support and more follow ups with the youth. It could have allowed time to work on a final report 
for the evaluation results.   
This study is the first to implement a participatory evaluation of Dar Chababs in 
Morocco. This study is the first to study evaluation capacity building in a Moroccan youth 
organization. The implications of this research are many. I discuss two of the most important 
ones. The very first implication is its contribution to ECB research. The results of this study help 
shed more light, and put the emphasis on, the participatory approaches of capacity building as 




produced variable results. This research advocates for approaches to developing capacity that 
create experiences, provide contexts and support programs that are more democratic and 
involving of all the stakeholders. This is especially important for a country like Morocco whose 
government and institutions are increasingly understanding and supportive of standards and 
criterial evaluations.  
This leads to the second implication. Although calls for standards-based evaluation are 
increasing within Moroccan institutions in all sectors, these evaluations are still largely done 
with evaluation companies foreign to the particularities of individual institutions and their 
culture. Many of these organizations would still be unwilling to dedicate funds for external 
evaluations unless mandated by the government. The results of this study provide an alternative. 
Hiring an evaluator or a researcher who can work with employees designated for evaluation 
within an organization can be a less expensive and more sustainable option. In December of 
2018, the United Nation’s Office on Drugs and Crime partnered with the Moroccan National 
Observatory of Human Development to work with a team of professors and students from the 
University of Moulay Ismail’s College of Legal, Economic and Social Sciences on a project for 
national evaluation capacity development.  
The UN teams train the team of professors, and students through a series of workshops 
the most recent of which was carried out on May 23rd 2019, in Vienna, Austria. The approach 
adopted to train the Moroccan teams is described as one that “follows a series of tailored 
technical assistance interventions with the aim to improve good governance by increasing 
effectiveness, accountability and inclusiveness at the country level” (United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime, 2020). The aim is to develop the evaluation capacity of a team of professors 




evaluation capacity of the Moroccan organization ONHD. The ultimate goal, then, is to increase 
the effectiveness, accountability and transparency of ONHD’s programs with a specific focus on 
UNODC mandated areas of drugs, crime and terrorism. By adopting a participatory approach in 
carrying out this project, the UN’s office would work directly with the Moroccan ONHD and 
carry out a national participatory evaluation involving the stakeholders of public policy makers 
on drugs, crime and terrorism. Sustainable evaluation practice ought to be developed within 
ONHD as opposed to within the University’s master’s program. Sustaining the practice of 
evaluation is more likely to succeed through involving the participants in the field of public 
policy making in national evaluation. Participation of the stakeholders on the national level in an 
evaluation of public policies on drugs, crime and terrorism will most likely result in more 
sustainable and transparent conversation on policies because stakeholders know that their voices 
are heard through the evaluation results.  
Sustainable evaluation practice is the fundamental objective of any ECB activity. This 
study was designed and conducted in order to speak to the strengths of the participatory approach 
in leading to sustainable evaluation practice. Involving participants in decision making and 
setting the objectives of evaluations together enhanced participants’ capacity. For future 
research, scaling this project to larger institutions and performing a participatory evaluation with 
a stronger and wider support system can help provide more evidence on the effectiveness and 
practicality of the participatory approach. Working on a similar project within a smaller 
organization like the youth houses may not present the same challenges that a larger organization 
may. Larger institutions may have stakeholders at different levels of power and control within 
the organization. They may present financial challenges as the operation will require more than 




participation from the stakeholders that would be deemed acceptable in order to consider the 
project participatory enough. Finding answers and meeting these challenges could bring this 
project’s research questions more data to examine and analyze.   
Another potential study could look at the extent of sustainability of evaluation practice 
long term. Once a participatory evaluation concludes, another study might be conducted where 
the researcher later returns to the organization in order to measure the evaluation capacity of the 
participants who were part of the initial project. Alternatively, the original ECB project together 
with the post ECB study could both be part of one bigger longitudinal study. The purpose of the 
longitudinal project would be to track the progress of the participants in terms of their evaluation 
capacity as well as the long-term effects of the participatory approach on evaluation capacity.  
While the two former ideas focus on the participatory approach, another study can be 
conducted at multiple sites of an organization implementing different approaches to ECB. It 
would be helpful to study the effects of each ECB approach and measure their sustainability 
comparing them side by side in semi-controlled environments with a control group. Granted it 
would be a large research project that may take time and present its own unique challenges. 
However, a comparative study of all ECB approaches practiced within the same type of 
organization under the same conditions and circumstances would yield significant evidence for 
both researchers and evaluation practitioners alike.  
The field of ECB is growing. However, I join fellow researchers in calling for more 
empirical studies and evidence to help establish ECB protocols that could be useful for 
organizations of different sizes working in varying fields. In 2007, Compton and Baizerman 
described ECB as a tent that is wide open and inviting for researchers to “conceptualize, 




and work that tends to conceptualize and address the theories of ECB. She called for more 
studies to help “best measure the evaluation capacity and its intended outcomes and the potential 
mechanisms through which capacity leads to these outcomes” (p. 149). In 2018, Lindeman et al. 
called for studies to gain empirical evidence that focuses on ECB measures that “attempt to find 
a better proxy for measuring built evaluation capacity” (p. 87). This 2020 project attempts to do 
both by adapting ECB Instrument into a pre-ECB Questionnaire to measure built evaluation 
capacity and a post ECB Questionnaire to learn more about one of the mechanisms (participatory 
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I am a doctoral student in Curriculum and Instruction at the University of Illinois in the 
United States working under the direction of Dr. Mark Dressman. I am contacting you to ask for 
your participation in a study that focuses on participatory evaluation. In this study, I am trying to 
learn more about the extent to which participatory evaluation helps youth programs like yours 
build evaluation capacity and evaluation practice within your houses.  
 
I am requesting your participation because of the role you hold within the Dar 
Chabab/Association and the interest you have demonstrated in evaluation-related activities. Your 
participation in this research is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not 
affect your current or future dealings with the (Specific Youth House name) or (Specific 
Association’s name) or the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  If you decide to 
participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without affecting these relationships.  
 
Your participation will consist of helping conduct an evaluation of the Dar Chabab and 
its programs as well as completing a questionnaire before and after the evaluation. The 
evaluation you will participate in conducting will help you learn more about your own program 
and institution as well as develop research skills that could benefit your program. The 
information and data that will be gathered in this study will be used to write a doctoral 
dissertation in a university in the United States.  
 
Should you agree to participate in this study, I will discuss the times and places for our 
meetings later with you in person. 
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 قرط لوح يميداكأ ثحب ف ةكراشملل مكتوعدب فرشتأو هاروتكد بلاط انأو يحامزلا ماشه يمسا
 ةدعاسم هنأش نم يذلا يكراشتلا مييقتلا ىلع يتسارد زكرت .تايعمجلاو تاسسؤملا جمارب مييقت
 .تاسسؤملا جمارب ريوطت ف هجئاتن مادختساو مييقتلا تاراهمو تاردق ءانب ىلع بابشلا جمارب
 
 بابش راد ف طشنت ةيعمج ف وأ بابش راد ف فظوم مكتفصب بلطلا اذهب مكلسارأ نأ فرشلا يل
 بابشلا رادل مييقت ءارجإ ف نودعاستس مكتكراشم لالخ نم .عورشملا اذهب امامتها مكئادبإ دعب وأ
 ةيعوط عورشملا اذه ف مكتكراشم .هدعب ىرخاو عورشملا لبق ةرامتسا ءلم ىلإ ةفاضإلاب اهجماربو
 وأ اهيفظومو وأ اهيريدم وأ ،بابشلا رادب مكتقالع ىلع رثؤي نل همدع نم ةكراشملاب مكرارقو
 .مكتيعمج
 
 ساسأ ىلع تامييقتب مايقلا ف مكدعاست ةديدج تاراهمو راكفأ ملعت لع عورشملا اذه مكدعاسيس
 نم عمجتس يتلا تانايبلاو تامولعملا .نسحألا ىلإ تاسسؤملا جمارب ريوطت ف اهحاجن تبثٍٍُأِ يملع
 .ةيكيرمأ ةعماج ف هاروتكد ةحورطأ ةباتكل ةسارد ءارجإل مدختستس عورشملا اذه لالخ
 
 تاءاقللا ناكمو نامز لوح تامولعم ىلع مكعلطأس ،عورشملا اذه ف ةكراشملا ىلع ةقفاوملا دعب
 .عورشملاب ةصاخلا
 













I am a doctoral student in Curriculum and Instruction at the University of Illinois in the 
United States working under the direction of Dr. Mark Dressman. I am contacting you to ask for 
your participation in a study that focuses on participatory evaluation. In this study, I am trying to 
learn more about the extent to which participatory evaluation helps youth programs like yours 
build evaluation capacity and evaluation practice within your houses.  
 
I am requesting your participation because of the role you hold within the Dar 
Chabab/Association and the interest you have demonstrated in evaluation-related activities. Your 
participation in this research is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not 
affect your current or future dealings with the (Specific Youth House name) or (Specific 
Association’s name) or the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  If you decide to 
participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without affecting these relationships.  
 
Your participation will consist of sitting down with me for an interview about the 
evaluation experience you had at the Dar Chabab. The interview will take between 20-30 
minutes at a location that is convenient for you. With your permission, I will audio-record the 
interview. The information and data that will be gathered in this study will be used to write a 
doctoral dissertation in a university in the United States.  
 
Should you agree to be interviewed. I will discuss the times and places for our meetings 
later with you in person. 
 








 ،)ة( زيزعلا يتديس / يديس
 
 قرط لوح يميداكأ ثحب ف ةكراشملل مكتوعدب فرشتأو هاروتكد بلاط انأو يحامزلا ماشه يمسا
 ةدعاسم هنأش نم يذلا يكراشتلا مييقتلا ىلع يتسارد زكرت .تايعمجلاو تاسسؤملا جمارب مييقت
 .تاسسؤملا جمارب ريوطت ف هجئاتن مادختساو مييقتلا تاراهمو تاردق ءانب ىلع بابشلا جمارب
 
 بابش راد ف طشنت ةيعمج ف وأ بابش راد ف فظوم مكتفصب بلطلا اذهب مكلسارأ نأ فرشلا يل
 بابشلا رادل مييقت ءارجإ ف نودعاستس مكتكراشم لالخ نم .عورشملا اذهب امامتها مكئادبإ دعب وأ
 ةيعوط عورشملا اذه ف مكتكراشم .هدعب ىرخاو عورشملا لبق ةرامتسا ءلم ىلإ ةفاضإلاب اهجماربو
 وأ اهيفظومو وأ اهيريدم وأ ،بابشلا رادب مكتقالع ىلع رثؤي نل همدع نم ةكراشملاب مكرارقو
 .مكتيعمج
 
 ساسأ ىلع تامييقتب مايقلا ف مكدعاست ةديدج تاراهمو راكفأ ملعت لع عورشملا اذه مكدعاسيس
 نم عمجتس يتلا تانايبلاو تامولعملا .نسحألا ىلإ تاسسؤملا جمارب ريوطت ف اهحاجن تبثٍٍُأِ يملع
 .ةيكيرمأ ةعماج ف هاروتكد ةحورطأ ةباتكل ةسارد ءارجإل مدختستس عورشملا اذه لالخ
 
 تاءاقللا ناكمو نامز لوح تامولعم ىلع مكعلطأس ،عورشملا اذه ف ةكراشملا ىلع ةقفاوملا دعب
 .عورشملاب ةصاخلا
 














Using a Participatory Evaluation Framework to Building Evaluation Capacity in Youth 
Clubs in Morocco 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study. Researchers are required to provide a 
consent form such as this one to tell you about the research, to explain that taking part is 
voluntary, to describe the risks and benefits of participation, and to help you to make an 
informed decision.  You should feel free to ask the researcher any questions you may have. 
 
Principal Investigator Name and Title: Hicham Zemmahi, PhD Student 
Department and Institution: Curriculum and Instruction, College of Education University of 
Illinois 
Address and Contact Information: 1310 S. 6th St Champaign, IL 61820 
 
You are being asked to be a subject in a research study about developing the capabilities of 
organizations to carry out evaluations through participating in an evaluation. You have been 
asked to participate in the research because you are staff member of the (Insert Youth House 
name) and/or a representative of the (Insert Association’s name) that is using the space of the 
youth house. Your participation in this research is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to 
participate will not affect your current or future dealings with the (Insert Youth House name) or 
(Insert Association’s name) or the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  If you decide to 
participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without affecting these relationships.  
 
The purpose of this research is to find out the extent to which a participatory evaluation affects 
an organization’s capability to carry out evaluations internally.  This research will be performed 
at three different youth houses in the city. Dar Chabab One, Two, and Three. You will need to 
come to the study site at least four times over the next 4-5 months. Each of those visits will take 
about an hour to 2 hours of your time.  
 
You will be co-developing and co-doing an evaluation of the youth house and the programs 
where you are working. You will be engaged in research activities such as developing standards 
for evaluation, contacting subjects, using recruitment materials, collecting quantitative and 
qualitative data, analyzing data, drawing conclusions and writing reports. You will be contacted 
4 times: First, to take the pre evaluation survey and get to know the evaluation project and 
model. Second to discuss evaluation standards and draft instruments then start the data collection 
procedures. Third time, to discuss the data, conclusions and report writing. Fourth time will be to 
take the post evaluation survey.  
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Other than finding yourself placed in situations where you are asked to do evaluative activities, 
there will be no more risk of harm than you would experience in everyday life, to the best of my 
knowledge. These situations, however, have been shown by previous research studies to be 
highly beneficial to programs and the people who are involved in it. The likelihood of increased 
evaluation capacity building and confidence in doing so far outweighs and foreseeable negative 
outcomes. Should any new information that may affect your decision to participate come up, you 
will be told about them. 
 
You may directly benefit from your participation by learning skills required to do an evaluation 
as well as new things about your evaluation subjects, but no benefits are guaranteed. This study 
is designed to help us learn more about the capacity of organizations to do evaluations. The study 
results may be used to help other people in the future.  
 
In general, I will not tell anyone any information about you. When this research is discussed or 
published, no one will know that you were in the study.  However, laws and university rules 
might require us to disclose information about you.  For example, if required by laws or 
University Policy, study information which identifies you and the consent form signed by you 
may be seen or copied by the following people or groups:   
• The university committee and office that reviews and approves research studies, the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) and Office for Protection of Research Subjects; 
• University and state auditors, and Departments of the university responsible for oversight 
of research 
There are no costs to you for participating in this research. You will, however, be invited to 
group gatherings where food will be offered to the group when we work together as an incentive. 
If you decide not to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and discontinue 
participation at any time. I also have the right to stop your participation in this study without 
your consent if: 
® I believe it is in your best interests; 
® You were to object to any future changes that may be made in the study plan; 
® If you disturb the work of the group in a way that prevents the work from moving forward. 
® If I receive any complaints about you from any of the group members or subjects. 
 
If you have any other questions, concerns, complaints about this project or your participation in 
it, you can contact me, the researchers Hicham Zemmahi at 06440922 or email address 
zemmahi2@illinois.edu: 
 
If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or if you have 
any questions about your rights as a research subject, including questions, concerns, complaints, 
or to offer input, you may call the Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPRS) at the 
University of Illinois in the city of Urbana-Champaign in the USA or 217-333-2670 or e-mail 
OPRS at irb@illinois.edu 
 





Your participation in this research is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will 
not affect your current or future relations with the University.  If you decide to participate, you 
are free to withdraw at any time without affecting that relationship. 
 
I have read (or someone has read to me) the above information.  I have been given an 
opportunity to ask questions and my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree to 
participate in this research.  I will be given a copy of this signed and dated form. 
 
 
           
Signature       Date 
 
      
Printed Name 
 
           
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent   Date (must be same as subject’s) 
 
 
      







 برغملا يف بابشلا يداونب يكراشت مييقت لالخ نم تاسسؤملا يف مييقتلا تاردق ءانب
 
 مكئاطعإل هذه لثم ةقفاوم ةقيثو يكراشملل مدقن نا يرورضلا نم .ةسارد ف ةكراشملل وعدم تنأ
 نم ،يعوط رمأ ةكراشملا نأ حيضوتلو ةكراشملا دئاوفو رطاخم فصوو ثحبلا اذه نع تامولعم
 ىلع كيدل نوكت دق ةلئسأ ةيأ حرط ف ددرتت ال .همدع وأ ةكراشملا رارق ذاختا ىلع كتدعاسم لجأ
 .ثحابلا
 
 هاروتكد بلاط ،يحامزلا ماشه :هبقلو ثحابلا مسا
 يونيلإ ةعماج ةيبرتلا ةيلك ،سيردتلا قرطو جهانملا :ةسسؤملاو ةرادإلا
 يونيلا 61820 ،يبماش 6 س 1310 :لاصتالا تامولعمو ناونع
 
 اهتمظنأو اهجمارب مييقتل تاسسؤملا تاردق ريوطت لوح ةسارد ف اكراشم نوكتل كتوعدب فرشتأ
 لثمم وأ بابشلا راد ف فظوم كنأل ةكراشملا كنم بلُط .يكراشت مييقت ف ةكراشملا لالخ نم
 مدع وأ ةكراشملاب مكرارق .ةيعوط ثحبلا اذه ف مكتكراشم .بابشلا راد ءاضف لغشت ةيعمج
 ف يونيلإ ةعماج وأ ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد عم ةيلبقتسملا وأ ةيلاحلا كتالماعم ىلع رثؤي نل ةكراشملا
 .ءاشت تقو يأ ف باحسنالا كنكمي امك .يبماش انابروأ
 
 ءارجإ تاسسؤملا ةردق ىلع ةيكراشتلا تامييقتلا رثؤت ىدم يأ ىلإ ةفرعم وه ثحبلا اذه نم ضرغلا
 روضحلا كنم بلطنس .ةنيدملا هذهب بابش رود ثالث ف ثحبلا اذه ذيفنت متيس .ةيلخاد تامييقت
 تارايزلا هذه نم لك قرغتسو .ةمداقلا 5-4 رهشألا لالخ لقألا ىلع تارم عبرأ بابشلا راد ىلإ
 .كتقو نم يتعاس ىلإ ةعاس
 
 عضو لثم ةيثحب ةطشنأ ف كراشتس امك كتيعمج جمانرب وأ بابشلا رادل مييقت ريوطت ف كراشتس
 ،اهليلحتو ،ةيعونو ةيمك تانايب عمجو ،تاوعد ةباتك ،يكراشملاب لاصتا ،مييقتلل ريياعم
 عورشملا ىلع فرعتلل ،الوأ :تارم 4 كب ثحابلا لصتيس .ريراقتلا ةباتكو جئاتنلا صالختساو
 ةشقانمل ةيناث .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب تامييقت ءارجا ىدمو عضو لوح حسم ءارجإو ماع لكشب
 ،ةثلاث ةرم .تانايبلا عمج تاءارجإ ءدب كلذ دعبو حسملا ةلئسأ ىلع لمعلا ةيادبو مييقتلا ريياعم
 .رخآ حسم ذخأل ةريخأو ةعبار ةرمو .ريراقتلا ةباتكو تاجاتنتسالاو تانايبلا ةشقانمل
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 نم .ثحبلا اذه ف ةكراشملاب قلعتت رارضأ وأ رطاخم ةيأ كانه نوكي نل ،ةيمييقت ةطشنأب مايقلا ادع
 جماربلل ةياغلل ديفم نوكيس هنأ ةقباسلا تاساردلاو ثوحبلا لالخ نم يبت دق كلذ ىلع سكعلا
 ف .ةعقوتم ةيبلس جئاتن ةيأ ريثكب قوفي كلذب مايقلا ف ةقثلاو مييقتلا ىلع ةردقلا ريوطت .يكراشملاو
 عبطلاب متيس ةكراشملاب كرارق ىلع ريثأت اهل نوكي نأ نكمملا نم ةديدج تامولعم يأ رودص ةلاح
  .اهب مكمالعإ
 
 تارامتسا جاتنإ ةراهم لثم مييقتب مايقلل ةمهملا تاراهملا ضعب ملعت نم ةرشابم ةروصب ديفتستس
 نع ديزملا ةفرعم ىلع انتدعاسمل ةساردلا هذه ميمصت ت .دئاوف يأ نامض عيطتسن ال نكلو مييقت
 .لبقتسملا ف نيرخآلا ةدعاسمل ةساردلا هذه جئاتن مادختسا نكميو .مييقتلاب مايقلل تامظنملا تاردق
 
 ،هرشن وأ ثحبلا اذه ةشقانم دنع .نيرخآ صاخشأل كنع تامولعم يأ ءاطعإ متي نل ،ماع لكشب
 انم بلطت دق تاعماجلا ضعب دعاوقو يناوق ،نكل .ةساردلا ف تكراش كنأ دحأ فرعي نل
 كلبق نم ةعقوم ةقفاوم ةقيثو وأ ةيفيرعت تامولعم ،لاثملا ليبس ىلع .كنع تامولعم نع فشكلا
 :ةيلاتلا تاعومجملا وأ صاخشألا ءالؤه نم دحاو اهخسن وأ اهيلإ رظني نأ نكمي
 ةعجارم سلجمو ،ةيثحبلا تاساردلا ىلع قفاويو ضرعتسي يذلا بتكملاو ةعماجلا ةنجل •
 ؛ثاحبألا ف يكراشملا ةيامح بتكمو تاساردلا
 ؛ثوحبلا ىلع ةفرشملا ةعماجلا بتاكمو ،ةيالولا وأ ةعماجلا يققدم •
 ماعطلا اهيف مدقي تاسلج ىلإ مكتوعد متيس .ءيش يأ ثحبلا اذه ف ةكراشملا كفلكت نل
 يأ ف كتكراشم فيقوتو كتقفاوم بحس ف رح ىقبت ،ةكراشملا مدع تررق اذإ .زفاحك يكراشملل
 :اذإ مكتقفاوم نود نم ةساردلا هذه ف مكتكراشم فيقوت ف قحلا يدل ىقبي امك .تقو
 .كل ةحلصم هيف نأ تيأر •
 .ةيساردلا ةطخلا ف متت دق ةيلبقتسم تارييغت يأ ىلع تضرتعا اذإ •
 .امدق يضملا عنمت ةقيرطب قيرفلا لمع وفص ركعت اذإ •
 ةعومجم ف وضع نم يأ نم كنع ىواكش يأ تيقلت اذإ •
 ،هيف كتكراشم وأ عورشملا اذه لوح ىواكش وأ ،فواخملا وأ ،ىرخأ ةلئسأ يأ كيدل ناك اذإ
 ينورتكلإلا ديربلا ناونع وأ 06440922 ىلع يحامزلا ماشه ثحابلا يب لاصتالا كنكمي
zemmahi2@illinois.edu: 
 
 يأ كيدل ناك اذإ وأ ،ةقيثولا هذه ف ةروكذملا ريياعملل اقفو كعم لماعتلا متي مل هنأب ترعش اذإ




 ةنيدم ف يونيلإ ةعماج ف }(OPRS ثاحبألا تاعوضوم ةيامح بتكمب لاصتالا وجرملا ،ةمهاسم





 ةصاخلا تاقالعلا ىلع رثؤي نل ةكراشملا مدع وأ ةكراشملاب مكرارق .ةيعوط ثحبلا اذه ف مكتكراشم
 نود تقو يأ ف باحسنالا ف رح تنأ ،ةكراشملا تررق اذإ .ةعماجلا عم ةيلبقتسملا وأ ةيلاحلا كب
 .ةقالعلا هذه ىلع ريثأتلا
 
 تو ةلئسألا حرطل ةصرف كانه ناك .هالعأ ةدراولا تامولعملا )يل أرق دق صخش وأ( تأرق دقل





           
 عيقوتلا خيرات         عيقوتلا
 
 
      
 ابوتكم مسا
 
           
 )ف عوضوملا سفن نوكي نأ بجي( خيرات ةقفاوملا ىلع لصاحلا صخشلا عيقوت
 
 
           







PRE ECB Constructs Questionnaire in English and Arabic 
Part 1: Existing Evaluation Activities 
 
1. Does your association, youth club  
 
a. Collect performance measures for program activities or outcomes? 
___ Yes, we have done this in the past 12 months 
___ No, we have not done this but plan to do so in the next 12 months 
___ No, we have not done this and do not plan to do so in the next 12 months 
___ I don’t know 
 
b. Conduct evaluation studies? 
___ Yes, we have done this in the past 12 months 
___ No, we have not done this but plan to do so in the next 12 months 
___ No, we have not done this and do not plan to do so in the next 12 months 
___ I don’t know 
 
2. Do any of the entities that fund your association, youth club require you to… 
 
 Yes No DK 
a. Collect data on performance measures?    
b. Conduct one or more evaluation studies? *    
*If “yes” to 2a or 2b please continue to Q3, otherwise skip to Q4 
 
3. In general, how influential are each of the following factors currently in this association, 








a. Acquire an unbiased assessment of the program’s effects     
b. Be accountable to entities that fund the program    
c. Identify best practices     
d. Learn about how to improve the program     
e. Produce information that will be helpful in acquiring 
additional funding  
   
f. Respond to internal Youth and Sports Ministry requests for 
information about the program 
   
 
4. Please select the three factors that are currently most influential in this association, youth 
club’s decision to conduct/fund evaluation activities. 
 
___ Acquire an unbiased assessment of the program’s effects 
___ Be accountable to entities that fund the program 




___ Learn about how to improve the program 
___ Produce information that will be helpful in acquiring additional funding 
___Respond to internal health department requests for information about the program 
 
Part 2: Existing Evaluation Capacity Building Activities 
 
In the upcoming modules you will be asked a series of questions about "evaluation" or 
"evaluation activities." Please keep in mind the following definition of evaluation as you 
respond to these questions: 
“Program evaluation is the systematic collection of information about the activities, 
characteristics, and results of programs to make judgments about the program, improve or 
further develop program effectiveness, inform decisions about future programming and/or 
increase understanding” (Patton, 2005, p. 39) 
In line with this definition, performance measurement is also considered a program 
evaluation activity. 
 
5. Please note whether or not this association, youth club currently has the following types 
of evaluation supports. 
 
this association, youth club currently has…. Yes No DK 
a. A written strategic plan that has a section specifically designated to evaluation.    
b. A written strategic plan that focuses solely on evaluation (i.e., a strategic plan for 
evaluation). 
   
c. A clearly stated mission/vision for program evaluation.    
d. Dedicated funds to support evaluations of the program’s work. (Do not count 
funds that go towards staff who perform evaluation work) 
   
e. A group of individuals who are responsible for coordinating evaluation-related 
activities. 
   
f. At least one internal staff position dedicated to evaluation.    
g. The ability to contract out program evaluation activities.    
h. An expectation that all new hires will receive an orientation to evaluation (i.e., 
evaluation 101 or similar) 
   
i. An expectation that all program personnel (managers and staff) are responsible for 
evaluation 
   
j. An existing framework that guides the conduct of this program’s evaluation 
activities. 
   
k. Information technology to support the collection of evaluation data.    
l. Information technology to store evaluation data.    
m. Access to software to analyze quantitative data.    
n. Access to software to analyze qualitative data    
o. A centralized, electronic repository (e.g., management information system, shared 
drive) where findings from past evaluations of the program are stored. 
   
p. A time when program and evaluation staff convene to discuss evaluations 
conducted to date. 
   
q. Professional development sessions about evaluation that are offered by internal 
program colleagues. 
   
 





 Yes No DK 
a. Data about the activities that our association or youth club engages in.    
b. Data about the individuals who are reached through our association or youth 
club. 
   
c. Data about the populations affected by Ministry interventions, developed or 
affected by our association or youth club. 
   
 
7. Based upon your understanding of the staff’s knowledge and skills, please indicate how 
many individuals in this program (if anyone) would able to do the following. 
 





a. Convince stakeholders to do an evaluation     
b. Develop evaluation questions     
d. Select an appropriate evaluation design (e.g., experimental, 
quasi-experimental, nonexperimental/ observational) 
    
e. Determine what data collection methods to use     
f. Design quantitative data collection procedures/instruments     
g. Design qualitative data collection procedures/protocols     
h. Analyze qualitative data     
i. Analyze quantitative data     
j. Design criteria/indicators     
k. Design appropriate benchmarks     
l. Synthesize/interpret findings     
m. Communicate/report evaluation findings     
 
8. Now please consider your own level of comfort with performing the evaluation activities 
listed in question 8 above. To what extent are you comfortable or uncomfortable 




Uncomfortable Comfortable Very 
Comfortable 
a. Engage stakeholders in an 
evaluation 
    
b. Develop evaluation questions     
d. Select an appropriate 




    
e. Determine what data 
collection methods to use 
    






g. Design qualitative data 
collection procedures/protocols 
    
h. Analyze qualitative data     
i. Analyze quantitative data     
j. Design criteria/indicators     
k. Design appropriate 
benchmarks 
    
l. Synthesize/interpret findings     
m. Communicate/report 
evaluation findings 
    
 
Part 3: Evaluation in the context of this association or youth club  
 
9. Evaluations of this program are conducted… 
 
____Continuously. Evaluation activities are a natural and seamless part of what is done in our    
         program. 
____Often. Evaluation activities are conducted on a regular, but periodic, basis. 
____Sometimes. Evaluation activities are performed on a case-by-case basis. 
____Rarely. Evaluation activities are rarely performed. 
____Never. We do not conduct evaluation activities. 
 
10. Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is true for the staff in this 
association or youth club 
 
Is this statement true for none, some, or all of the staff? 
 None Some All DK NA 
a. Staff members are provided with time to engage in program 
evaluation activities (e.g., designing evaluation, implementing 
evaluations, interpreting findings) 
     
b. Staff members have opportunities to discuss findings (interim or 
final) from evaluation activities with their program colleagues. 
     
c. Staff members are encouraged by leadership to attend 
professional development sessions about evaluation. 
     
d. Evaluation training is included in staff members’ professional 
development plans. 
     
e. Staff members have access to professional development activities 
about evaluation. 
     
f. Staff members have participated in formal training on evaluation 
in the past 12 months  
     
g. Staff members have access to information about best practices 
associated with conducting evaluation activities. 
     
h. Staff members have access to published findings from 
evaluations of activities (e.g., interventions, policies) that are 
similar to the ones their program conducts. 




i. Staff members can earn rewards or recognition, for participating 
in evaluation. 
     
j. Staff members can earn rewards or recognition for using findings 
from evaluation. 
     
 
11. In the past 12 months, has the staff of this association, youth club been engaged in 
planning or conducting evaluation of this program? 
 
___ Yes, all staff (continue to Q12) 
___ Yes, some staff (continue to Q12) 
___ No (Skip to Q13) 
 
12. In general, would you say that this experience…. 
 
 Not at all                            to a great extent DK 
a. Helped the participating staff to better 
understand evaluation? 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
b. Increased the participating staff’s ability to 
plan an evaluation? 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
c. Increased the participating staff’s ability to 
conduct an evaluation? 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
d. Increased the likelihood that the 
participating staff would advocate for spending 
program resources on evaluations in the future? 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 
 
Part 4: Access and use of evaluation results 
 
13. In general, how is it for individuals who are not evaluators from your association or youth 
club to directly obtain information about findings from evaluations that have taken place 
for this program over the past two years? (Please consider interim findings or final 
results) 
 
___ Very easy 
___ Easy 
___ Difficult 
___ Very difficult 
___ Impossible 
___ Don’t know 
 
14. Not including the evaluation, you participated in and in the past 12 months the 





 Never Very 
Infrequently 







or final) from 
evaluations 
conducted of the 
program. 
       
b. learned something 
new 
about the program as a 
result of personally 
reviewing findings 
(interim 
or final) from 
evaluations 
conducted of the 
program. 
       
c. has learned 
something 
new about the program 
as a 
result of actively 
engaging 
with colleagues in 
discussions about 
findings 




       
 
15. Not including the evaluation, you participated in and in the past 12 months, how 
frequently or infrequently did the association or youth club staff use findings (interim or 
final) from evaluations conducted on this program to… 
 
 Never Very 
Infrequently 
Infrequently Frequently Very 
Frequently 
DK NA 
a. Answer a question 
about the program. 
       
b. Make changes to 
the program. 
       
c. Apply for a new 
funding opportunity. 
       
d. Provide supportive 
evidence for why 
this program should 
receive continued 
funding. 
       
 
16. Not including the evaluation, you participated in and in the past 12 months, how 




conducted on association or youth club to… 
 
 Never Very 
Infrequently 
Infrequently Frequently Very 
Frequently 
DK NA 
a. Answer a question 
about the program. 
       
b. Make changes to 
the program. 
       
c. Apply for a new 
funding opportunity. 
       
d. Provide supportive 
evidence for why 
this program should 
receive continued 
funding. 
       
 
17. Please indicate the extent to which staff in this association or youth club hold the 
following beliefs. 
 
 Not at all                            to a great extent DK 
a. When conducted well, evaluation can 
provide useful information for our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
b. Evaluation should be a very important 
component of our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
c. Evaluation has the potential to add value to 
the work we do. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
d. Evaluation has the potential to help us 
deliver a better program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 
 
Now think about the evaluation that you participated in… 
 
18. How frequently or infrequently did the association or youth club staff use from 
evaluations you conducted on this program to… 
 
 Never Very 
Infrequently 
Infrequently Frequently Very 
Frequently 
DK NA 
a. Answer a question 
about the program. 
       
b. Make changes to 
the program. 
       
c. Apply for a new 
funding opportunity. 
       
d. Provide supportive 
evidence for why 
this program should 
receive continued 
funding. 
       
 






 Never Very 
Infrequently 
Infrequently Frequently Very 
Frequently 
DK NA 
a. Answer a question 
about the program. 
       
b. Make changes to 
the program. 
       
c. Apply for a new 
funding opportunity. 
       
d. Provide supportive 
evidence for why 
this program should 
receive continued 
funding. 
       
 
20. Please indicate the extent to which you personally hold the following beliefs. 
 
 Not at all                            to a great extent DK 
a. When conducted well, evaluation can 
provide useful information for our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
b. Evaluation should be a very important 
component of our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
c. Evaluation has the potential to add value to 
the work we do. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
d. Evaluation has the potential to help us 
deliver a better program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 
21. Please indicate the extent to which you personally agree or disagree with each of the 
statements from question 23 above. 
 
 Strongly                                           Strongly 
Disagree                                             Agree 
DK 
a. When conducted well, evaluation can 
provide useful information for our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
b. Evaluation should be a very important 
component of our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
c. Evaluation has the potential to add value to 
the work we do. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
d. Evaluation has the potential to help us 
deliver a better program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 
22. How long have you worked /volunteered with this association or youth club? 
- Less than 1 year 
- 1-5 years 
- More than 5 years 
 










______Other (please specify: ________________) 
 









 ةيلاحلا مييقتلا ةطشنأ :1 ءزجلا
 
 كيدان وأ كتيعمج وأ بابشلا راد له .1
 
 ؟ةطشنألا ءادأ سايقل تانايب تعمج .ا
  ةيضاملا ةنسلا لالخ كلذ انلعف ،معن ___
ةلبقملا ةنسلا ف كلذب مايقلل ةطخ كانه نكلو كلذ لعفت مل ،ال ___  
 ةلبقملا ةنسلا ف كلذب مايقلل ططخ كانه سيلو لعفت مل ،ال ___
 فرعا ال ___
 
 ؟مييقت تاسارد ترجا .ب
 ةيضاملا ةنسلا ف كلذ انلعف ،معن ___
 ةلبقملا ةنسلا ف كلذب مايقلل ةطخ كانه نكلو كلذ لعفت مل ،ال ___
 ةلبقملا ةنسلا ف كلذب مايقلل ططخ كانه سيلو لعفت مل ،ال ___
 فرعا ال ___
 
 …ب مكبلاطت )اًلثم بابشلا ةرازو( مكتيعمج وأ بابشلا راد لومت يتلا تاسسؤملا نم يأ له .2
 فرعأ ال ال العف معن 
    ؟ءادألا سيياقم نع تانايب عمج .ا
    * ؟وأ دحاو ةيمييقتلا تاساردلا نم ديزملا ءارجإ .ب
 4 لاؤس ىلإ لقتنا كلذ ادع ،3 لاؤس ىلع ةباجإلا ىجري ب2 وأ أ2ل "معن" ب تبجأ اذإ *
 
 ؟قودنصلا مييقتلا ةطشنأ ليومت وأ ءارجإ رارقو ف مكتيعمج وأ بابشلا راد ف لماوعلا هذه رثأت فيك ،ماع لكشب .3
 ادج ةرثؤم ام دح ىلإ رثؤم ةرثؤم ريغ 
    مكتيعمج وأ بابشلا راد راثآلل زيحتم ريغ مييقت ىلع لوصحلا .ا
    مكتيعمج وأ بابشلا راد لومت يتلا تاهجلا مامأ ةلوؤسم نوكت .ب
    ةطشنألا وأ تاسرامملا لضفأ ديدحت .ج




    فاضإ ليومت ىلع لوصحلا ف ةديفم نوكت تامولعم جاتنإ .ه
    ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد لوح تامولعم ىلع لوصحلل ةضايرلا بابشلا ةرازو تابلط ىلع درلا
 
 .مييقت ةطشنأ ليومت وأ مايقلا ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد رارق ف ًاريثأت رثكالا يه ايلاح لماوع 3 رتخا .4
 
 مكتيعمج وأ بابشلا راد راثآلل زيحتم ريغ مييقت ىلع لوصحلا_
 مكتيعمج وأ بابشلا راد لومت يتلا تاهجلا مامأ ةلوؤسم نوكت_
 ةطشنألا وأ تاسرامملا لضفأ ديدحت_
 مكتيعمج وأ بابشلا راد يسحت ةيفيك ىلع فرعتلا_
 فاضإ ليومت ىلع لوصحلا ف ةديفم نوكت تامولعم جاتنإ_
 ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد لوح تامولعم ىلع لوصحلل ةضايرلا بابشلا ةرازو تابلط ىلع درلا_
 
  مييقتلا تاردقل ةينابلا ةدجاوتملا ةطشنألا :2 ءزجلا
 
 تامولعمل يجهنم عمج وه جماربلا مييقت" :مييقتلل يلاتلا فيرعتلا انرابتعا ف عضن نأ ىجري ".مييقتلا ةطشنأ" وأ "مييقتلا" ةلئسأ نع ةباجإلا دنعو ةمداقلا ةدحولا ف
 ةدايز وأ ةيلبقتسملا تاوطخلا لوح ةبئاص تارارق ذاختاو جمانربلا ةيلاعف ريوطت وأ يسحت وأ جمانربلا لوح ماكحأ رادصإل ام جمانرب جئاتنو ،صئاصخ ،ةطشنأ نع
 .)39 ص ،2005 ،نتاب(" مهفلا
 
 .مييقتلا معدت يتلا تاسرامملا نم عاونألا هذه ىلع يلاحلا تقولا ف رفوتت ةيعمجلا هذه  وأ بابشلا راد تناك اذإ ام ركذ وجرملا .1
 
 .ىلع يلاحلا تقولا ف رفوتت ةيعمجلا هذه وأ بابشلا راد
  فرعأ ال ال العف معن 
    .مييقتلل اديدحت صصخم ءزج اهب ةبوتكم ةيجيتارتسا .ا
    .)مييقتلل ةيجيتارتسا ةطخ يأ( مييقت ىلع طقف زكرت ةبوتكم ةيجيتارتسا .ب
    .مييقتلل ةحضاو ةيؤر .ج
    ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد لمع تامييقت معدل ةصصخم ةيلام دراوم .د
    .مييقتلاب ةلص تاذ ةطشنأ قيسنت ةيلوؤسم نولمحتي دارفأ .ه
    .مييقتلا نع لوؤسم لقألا ىلع دحاو يلخاد وضع وأ فظوم
    .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد مييقتل ةيجراخ تاهج عم دقاعتلا ىلع ةردق .ز
    )كلذ هباش ام وأ مييقت تاشرو( مييقتلا ىلع ددجلا يفظوملا عيمج بيردت .ح
    مييقتلا نع يلوؤسم اونوكي نأ ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد ف يلماعلا عيمج نم عقوت .أ
    .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادل مييقتلا ةطشنأ هجوي ماع راطإ .ي
    .مييقتلاب تانايبلا عمج معدل ةيجولونكت دراوم .ك
    .مييقتلا تانايب ظفحل ةيجولونكت دراوم .ل
    .ةيمكلا مييقتلا تانايب ليلحتل رتويبمك جمانرب ىلع لوصحلا ةيناكمإ .م
    .ةيعونلا مييقتلا تانايب ليلحتل رتويبمك جمانرب ىلع لوصحلا ةيناكمإ .ن
    .)كرتشم صرق ،تامولعم ماظن( ةقباسلا تامييقتلا جئاتن ظفحو نيزختل ناكم .س
    .تيرجأ يتلا تامييقتلا ةشقانمو ءاضعألاو يفظوملا عمجل صصخم تقو .ص
    .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب انءالمز لبق نم اهميدقت متي مييقتلا لوح ةيبيردت تارود .ف
 
 :ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب ةدوجوم تانايبلا نم ةيلاتلا عاونألا له .2
 فرعأ ال ال  معن 
    .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد اهيف كراشت وأ اهمظنت يتلا ةطشنألا نع تانايب .ا
    .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد ربع مهعم لصاوتن نيذلا دارفألا نع تانايب .ب
    .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد ةطشنأ لالخ نم ةرازولا جمارب نم ريثك وأ ليلقب اودافتسا نيذلا سانلا نع تانايب .ج
 











     مييقتب مايقلل )ةنيدملا تايعمج ،ةيلحملا ةعامجلا ،ةيميلقإلا ةيبودنملا ،ةرازولا( ةينعملا تاهجلا عانقإ .ا
     مييقتلا ةلئسأ ةباتك .ب
     )يدصر / يبيرجت ريغ/ ةيبيرجتلا هبش ،يبيرجت( مييقتل ةبسانم ةقيرط وأ ماظن رايتخا .د
     تانايبلا عمج بيلاسأ ديدحت .ه
     تانايبلا عمجل ةيمك بيلاسأ ميمصت .
      تانايبلا عمجل ةيعون بيلاسأ ميمصت .ز
     ةيعونلا تانايبلا ليلحت .ح
     ةيمكلا تانايبلا ليلحت .انأ
     تارشؤم / ميمصتلا ريياعم .ي
     ةبسانملا ريياعملا رايتخا .ك
     جئاتنلا ريسفت / فيلوت .ل
     ريراقت ةباتك/ مييقتلا جئاتن لقن .م
 









     مييقتب مايقلل )ةنيدملا تايعمج ،ةيلحملا ةعامجلا ،ةيميلقإلا ةيبودنملا ،ةرازولا( ةينعملا تاهجلا عانقإ .ا
     مييقتلا ةلئسأ ةباتك .ب
     )يدصر / يبيرجت ريغ/ ةيبيرجتلا هبش ،يبيرجت( مييقتل ةبسانم ةقيرط وأ ماظن رايتخا .د
     تانايبلا عمج بيلاسأ ديدحت .ه
     تانايبلا عمجل ةيمك بيلاسأ ميمصت .
      تانايبلا عمجل ةيعون بيلاسأ ميمصت .ز
     ةيعونلا تانايبلا ليلحت .ح
     ةيمكلا تانايبلا ليلحت .انأ
     تارشؤم / ميمصتلا ريياعم .ي
     ةبسانملا ريياعملا رايتخا .ك
     جئاتنلا ريسفت / فيلوت .ل
     ريراقت ةباتك/ مييقتلا جئاتن لقن .م
 
 ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد قايس يف مييقتلا :3 ءزجلا
 
 :ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد لمع مييقت ىرجي
 .سلسو ييعيبط لكشب متت مييقتلا ةطشنأ .رارمتساب __
 .يرودو مظتنم لكشب مييقتلا ةطشنأ ىرجت .تاقوألا بلغأ ف __
 .ةدح ىلع ةلاح لك ساسأ ىلع مييقتلا ةطشنأ ىرجت .ًانايحأ __
 .ًارذان متت مييقتلا ةطشنأ .ًارذان __
 .مييقت ةطشنأ ةيأ يرجن ال .ًادبأ __
 
 ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد ف ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملا لوح حيحص ةيلاتلا دونبلا نم دنب لك ىدم يأ ىلإ ةراشإلا ىجري .
 
؟ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملا نم دحأ ال وأ لك ،ضعب ىلع قبطنت ةركفلا هذه له  
    
 ريسفتو مييقت ذيفنتو ميمصت ،اًلثم( ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد مييقت ةطشنأ ف ةكراشملل ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملل تقو ريفوت متي .ا
 )هجئاتن




 وأ بابشلا راد ف مهءالمز عم مييقتلا ةطشنأل )ةيئاهنلا وأ ةتقؤملا( جئاتنلا ةشقانمل صرف مهيدل ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملا .ب
 .ةيعمجلا
   
    .مييقتلا لوح ينهم ريوطت تاشروو تارود روضحل مهئاسؤر لبق نم ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملا عيجشت متي .ج
    ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملا ريوطت تارود ف هنيمضت متي مييقتلا ىلع بيردتلا .د
    .مييقتلا لوح ةينهم ةيمنت تارود ف ةكراشملا صرف ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملل .ه
    ةيضاملا ةنسلا ف مييقتلا لوح يمسر بيردت ف ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوم كراش .
    .مييقت ءارجإب ةطبترملا تاسرامملا لضفأ لوح سوردو تامولعم ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملل .ز
    .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد ف يرجت يتلا كلتل ةلثامم ةطشنأ تامييقت جئاتن ةءارق ةيناكمإ ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملل .ح
    .مييقت ف مهتكراشمل ةيريدقت دهاوش وأ تآفاكمب زوفلا ةيناكمإ ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملل .انأ
    .مييقت جئاتن مهمادختسال ةيريدقت دهاوش وأ تآفاكمب زوفلا ةيناكمإ ءاضعألا وأ يفظوملل .ي
 
 ؟بابشلا رادل مييقت ءارجإ وأ طيطختلا ف ةيعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوملا كراش له ،ةيضاملا ةنسلا ف .1
 
 (Q12 لاؤسلل رارمتسا( ةيعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوملا عيمج ،معن _
 (Q12 ف رارمتس ا( ةيعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوملا ضعب ،معن _
 (Q13 ىلإ لقتنا( دحأ ال _
 
فرعأ ال  ًادبأ                                                             ًاريثك   
 
  7          6         5          4         3           2        1 ؟مييقتلل لضفأ مهف ىلع ةيعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ يفظوملا دعاس .ا
  7          6         5          4         3           2        1 ؟مييقتلل طيطخت ىلع ةيعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ يفظوملا ةردق ةدايز .ب
 ءارجإ ىلع يكراشملا ةيعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ يفظوملا ةردق ةدايز .ج
 ؟مييقتلا
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 قافنإلل اوعدي ةيعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ يفظوملا نأ لامتحا داز .د
 ؟لبقتسملا ف مييقتلا ىلع بابشلا راد دراوم
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 
 مييقتلا جئاتن مادختساو ىلع لوصحلا :4 ءزجلا
 
 رادل اهؤارجا ت تامييقت جئاتن لوح ةرشابم تامولعم ىلع اولصحي نأ ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب مييقتلا ف يصصختم ريغلا دارفألل نكمي فيك ،ماع لكشب .1
  ؟ييضاملا يماعلا ىدم ىلع ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا
 
 ادج لهس ___
 لهس ___
 بعص ___
 ادج بعص ___
 نكمم ريغ ___
 فرعأ ال ___
 
 ... دق ةيضاملا ةنسلا ف تايعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ بابشلا راد يفظوم .ثحبلا اذه ف هيف متكراش يذلا مييقتلا رابتعا نودب
 




 نم ريثك ف
 نايحألا
 فرعأ ال ادج اريثك
       .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب تيرجأ تامييقت نع تامولعمب اولصوت .ا
 ىلع مهعالطا ةجيتن ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد نع ةديدج ءايشأ اوملعت وأ اوفشتكا .ب
 .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب تيرجا يتلا تامييقتلا جئاتن
      
 ف مهتكراشم ةجيتن ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد نع ةديدج ءايشأ اوملعت وأ اوفشتكا .ج
 .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب تيرجا يتلا تامييقتلا






POST ECB Constructs Questionnaire in English and Arabic 
 
Part 1: Access and use of evaluation results 
 
1. In general, how is it for individuals who are not evaluators from your association or youth 
club to directly obtain information about findings from evaluations that have taken place 
for this program over the past two years? (Please consider interim findings or final 
results) 
 
___ Very easy 
___ Easy 
___ Difficult 
___ Very difficult 
___ Impossible 
___ Don’t know 
 
2. Not including the evaluation, you participated in and in the past 12 months the 
association or youth club staff has… 
 
 Never Very 
Infrequently 







or final) from 
evaluations 
conducted of the 
program. 
       
b. learned something 
new 
about the program as a 
result of personally 
reviewing findings 
(interim 
or final) from 
evaluations 
conducted of the 
program. 
       
c. has learned 
something 
new about the program 
as a 
result of actively 
engaging 
with colleagues in 
discussions about 
findings 









3. Not including the evaluation, you participated in and in the past 12 months, how 
frequently or infrequently did the association or youth club staff use findings (interim or 
final) from evaluations conducted on this program to… 
 
 Never Very 
Infrequently 
Infrequently Frequently Very 
Frequently 
DK NA 
a. Answer a question 
about the program. 
       
b. Make changes to 
the program. 
       
c. Apply for a new 
funding opportunity. 
       
d. Provide supportive 
evidence for why 
this program should 
receive continued 
funding. 
       
 
4. Not including the evaluation, you participated in and in the past 12 months, how 
frequently or infrequently did you use findings (interim or final) from evaluations 
conducted on association or youth club to… 
 
 Never Very 
Infrequently 
Infrequently Frequently Very 
Frequently 
DK NA 
a. Answer a question 
about the program. 
       
b. Make changes to 
the program. 
       
c. Apply for a new 
funding opportunity. 
       
d. Provide supportive 
evidence for why 
this program should 
receive continued 
funding. 
       
 
5. Please indicate the extent to which staff in this association or youth club hold the 
following beliefs. 
 
 Not at all                            To a great extent DK 
a. When conducted well, evaluation can 
provide useful information for our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
b. Evaluation should be a very important 
component of our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
c. Evaluation has the potential to add value to 
the work we do. 




d. Evaluation has the potential to help us 
deliver a better program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 
 
Now think about the evaluation that you participated in… 
 
6. How frequently or infrequently did the association or youth club staff use from 
evaluations you conducted on this program to… 
 
 Never Very 
Infrequently 
Infrequently Frequently Very 
Frequently 
DK NA 
a. Answer a question 
about the program. 
       
b. Make changes to 
the program. 
       
c. Apply for a new 
funding opportunity. 
       
d. Provide supportive 
evidence for why 
this program should 
receive continued 
funding. 
       
 
7. How frequently or infrequently did you use from evaluations you conducted on this 
program to… 
 
 Never Very 
Infrequently 
Infrequently Frequently Very 
Frequently 
DK NA 
a. Answer a question 
about the program. 
       
b. Make changes to 
the program. 
       
c. Apply for a new 
funding opportunity. 
       
d. Provide supportive 
evidence for why 
this program should 
receive continued 
funding. 
       
 
8. Please indicate the extent to which you personally hold the following beliefs. 
 
 Not at all                            To a great extent DK 
a. When conducted well, evaluation can 
provide useful information for our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
b. Evaluation should be a very important 
component of our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
c. Evaluation has the potential to add value to 
the work we do. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
d. Evaluation has the potential to help us 
deliver a better program. 





9. Please indicate the extent to which you personally agree or disagree with each of the 
statements from question 23 above. 
 
 Strongly                                           Strongly 
Disagree                                             Agree 
DK 
a. When conducted well, evaluation can 
provide useful information for our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
b. Evaluation should be a very important 
component of our program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
c. Evaluation has the potential to add value to 
the work we do. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
d. Evaluation has the potential to help us 
deliver a better program. 
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 
10. How long have you worked /volunteered with this association or youth club? 
- Less than 1 year 
- 1-5 years 
- More than 5 years 
 
11. Which of the following best describes your role with respect to this association or youth 
club? 
 




______Other (please specify: ________________) 
 








Thank you for your responses. Please use the following two questions to provide us with 
additional information about your experience completing this survey. 
 
13. If you found any of the questions in this survey particularly difficult to respond to, please 
note them in the space below and provide any additional information that you think would be 










33. If there is any additional information that you would like to provide regarding program 
evaluation activities within the context of your specific program, or that you think we should 
keep in mind during the conduct of this study, please feel free to provide this information in the 






 مييقتلا جئاتن مادختساو ىلع لوصحلا :1 ءزجلا
 
 ت تامييقت جئاتن لوح ةرشابم تامولعم ىلع اولصحي نأ ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب مييقتلا ف يصصختم ريغلا دارفألل نكمي فيك ،ماع لكشب .1 .1
  ؟ييضاملا يماعلا ىدم ىلع ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادل اهؤارجا
 
 ادج لهس ___
 لهس ___
 بعص ___
 ادج بعص ___
 نكمم ريغ ___
 فرعأ ال ___
 
 ... دق ةيضاملا ةنسلا ف تايعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ بابشلا راد يفظوم .ثحبلا اذه ف هيف متكراش يذلا مييقتلا رابتعا نودب .2




 نم ريثك ف
 نايحألا
 فرعأ ال ادج اريثك
       .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب تيرجأ تامييقت نع تامولعمب اولصوت .ا
 ىلع مهعالطا ةجيتن ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد نع ةديدج ءايشأ اوملعت وأ اوفشتكا .ب
 .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب تيرجا يتلا تامييقتلا جئاتن
      
 ف مهتكراشم ةجيتن ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا راد نع ةديدج ءايشأ اوملعت وأ اوفشتكا .ج
 .ةيعمجلا وأ بابشلا رادب تيرجا يتلا تامييقتلا
      
 
  ثحبلا اذه ف هيف متكراش يذلا مييقتلا رابتعا نودب .3
 لكشب...ل اهترجأ يتلا تامييقت جئاتن تمدختسا بابشلا راد ةيضاملا ةنسلا ف
 ارذان ادبأ 
 ادج





       .بابشلا راد لوح ةلئسا نع ةباجإلا
        بابشلا رادب تارييغت ءارجإ .ب
       .ليومت ىلع لوصحلا بلط .ج
       .بابشلا راد ليومت ىلع ظافحلا ف دعاست لئالد داجيإ .د
 
 
 بابشلا رادب تيرجأ تامييقت جئاتنل يصخشلا كمادختسا ف ركف نآلا
 





 ....بابشلا رادب تيرجأ تامييقت جئاتن تمدختسا ةيضاملا ةنسلا ف .4
 ارذان ادبأ 
 ادج





       .بابشلا راد لوح ةلئسا نع ةباجإلا
        بابشلا رادب تارييغت ءارجإ .ب
       .ليومت ىلع لوصحلا بلط .ج
       .بابشلا راد ليومت ىلع ظافحلا ف دعاست لئالد داجيإ .د
 
 بابشلا راد مييقتلا صئاصخ :يناثلا ءزجلا
  لكشب اذه تلصح ةيضاملا ةنسلا ف .5
 
 ارذان ادبأ 
 ادج





 مييقت يرجتس بابشلا راد تناك اذإ امع تايعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوملا ضعب لأسو قبس
 كلذ لعفتس فيكو
      
 ءايشألاب موقت بابشلا راد تناك اذإ ام تايعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوملا ضعب لأسو قبس
 .ةحيحصلا
      
 ةقيرطلاب رادت رومألا تناك اذإ ام تايعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوملا ضعب لأسو قبس
 .ةحيحصلا
      
        بابشلا راد لمع ريثأت ىدم نع تايعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوملا ضعب لأسو قبس
 ف مهديفتل ةقباس تامييقت جئاتن نع تايعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ نوفظوملا ضعب لأسو قبس
  مهتاطاشن وأ مهلامعأ
      
 راد بناوج فلتخم نم سان اهيف رضح تاعامتجا لامعأ لودج ىلع مييقتلا جردأ
 بابشلا
      
 
  بابشلا رادب هيف تكراش يذلا مييقتلا ف ركف نآلا
 
 لكشب...ل اهترجأ تامييقت جئاتن مدختست بابشلا راد .6
 ارذان ادبأ 
 ادج





       .بابشلا راد لوح ةلئسا نع ةباجإلا
        بابشلا رادب تارييغت ءارجإ .ب
       .ليومت ىلع لوصحلا بلط .ج
       .بابشلا راد ليومت ىلع ظافحلا ف دعاست لئالد داجيإ .د
 
 لكشب...ل بابشلا رادب اهانيرجأ يتلا  تامييقت جئاتن تمدختسا انأ .7
 ارذان ادبأ 
 ادج





       .بابشلا راد لوح ةلئسا نع ةباجإلا
        بابشلا رادب تارييغت ءارجإ .ب
       .ليومت ىلع لوصحلا بلط .ج
       .بابشلا راد ليومت ىلع ظافحلا ف دعاست لئالد داجيإ .د
 
  راكفألا هذهب تايعمجلا ءاضعأ وأ وفظوم نمؤي ىدم يأ ىلإ .8






 ةديفم تامولعم ريفوت نأ تامييقتلل نكمي ،ديج لكشب ىرجت امدنع 
 .بابشلا رادل
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
  7          6         5          4         3           2        1 .بابشلا راد لمع ف ادج امهم اًءزج مييقتلا نوكي نأ يغبنيو .ب
  7          6         5          4         3           2        1 .هب موقن يذلا لمعلل ةميق فيضي نأ مييقتلل نكمي .ج
  7          6         5          4         3           2        1 .لضفأ بابش راد ءانب ىلع اندعاسي نأ مييقتلل نكمي  .د
 
  راكفألا هذهب تنأ نمؤت ىدم يأ ىلإ .9
 
فرعأ ال  ًادبأ                                                                ًريبك دح ىلإ   
 تامولعم ريفوت نأ تامييقتلل نكمي ،ديج لكشب ىرجت امدنع 
 .بابشلا رادل ةديفم
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
 راد لمع ف ادج امهم اًءزج مييقتلا نوكي نأ يغبنيو .ب
 .بابشلا
1        2           3         4          5         6          7  
  7          6         5          4         3           2        1 .هب موقن يذلا لمعلل ةميق فيضي نأ مييقتلل نكمي .ج
  7          6         5          4         3           2        1 .لضفأ بابش راد ءانب ىلع اندعاسي نأ مييقتلل نكمي  .د
 
  ةيصخش تامولعم :ثلاثلا ءزجلا
 ؟بابشلا راد وأ ةيعمجلا هذه عم عوطت / لمعت تنأو ىتم ذنم .10
 ةنس 1 نم لقأ -
 تاونس 1-5 -
 تاونس 5 نم رثكأ -
 
 




  فظوم _____
 ةيعمجب جمانرب قسنم _____
 عوطتم _____
 












Semi-structured Interview Outline 
 
I. Introduction 
• Thank you for participating. 
• Purpose of this component of study 
1. To gain a rich understanding of how the participatory evaluation went for them in 
general. 
2. How did they perceive evaluation before and after they participated in the project? 
- Review diagram 
• Okay to digitally record? (May refuse to answer any questions) 
• Any questions for me prior to start? 
II. General background 
1. Definitions 
• How do you define “evaluation”? 
2. Evaluation process 
• What made you choose to participate in this evaluation? 
• Do you feel this Dar Chabab or your association had any evaluation practices before this 
project? If yes what were they? 
• Why do you feel evaluation is important? 
• How did you feel about evaluation when you first started versus when you finished? 
• Describe the most difficult part in doing this evaluation versus the easiest part? 
 
III. Evaluation practice  
 
1. Program theory  
a. What is involved in this activity? 
b. What skill is needed to support this? 
2. Evaluation standards  
a. What is involved in this activity? 
b. What skill is needed to support this? 
3. Instrument design. 
a. What is involved in this activity? 
b. What skill is needed to support this? 
4. Data collection 
a. What is involved in this activity? 
b. What skill is needed to support this? 
5. Data analysis and writing reports 
a. What is involved in this activity? 
b. What skill is needed to support this? 
6. Other features of evaluative practice 
 
IV. Closing thoughts: 
• Two activities that have substantially contributed to your successful practice of evaluation 





• Other information they feel is valuable to share based upon their experience? 
• Okay to call back or email if I need additional clarity after speaking with others and going back 
through transcript? 
• Thank them for their participation and insights. Other thoughts after interview please feel free 






Participant Developed Survey 
Is there an evaluation of the government’s approach to enhance the economic status of youth and their 
employability? If the answer is yes. Answer the questions in the following table 
 
What is the target group Check the appropriate 
box 
Are there any 
comments? 
- Carriers of high school degree 
- University graduates 
- Carriers of higher degrees (Masters, Doctorates) 
- Graduate of vocational schools  
 
  
In order to lower unemployment among youth with higher degrees, we have to involve the private sector and 
semipublic. Answer the following questions with Yes or No (In your opinion, which sectors are the most affected 
by unemployment 
 
Is it the public sector affected? 
Is it the private sector? 
Is it the pseudo public sector? 
Or business owners? 
  
Is there a vision for the government to motivate: Yes or NO 
Is it the public sector affected? 
Is it the private sector? 
Is it the pseudo public sector? 
Or business owners? 
  
Are these programs effective enough in combatting unemployment 
Cultural strategies for human resources If yes Check the box  Don’t know 
Check the box 
Do the efforts spent on vocational training work on 
enhancing employability 
  
Training programs that target 50.000 of recent graduates. 
Is it facing any difficulties? 
  
Program like “Sustain Paid Work” or “Idmaj”. Have they 
actually helped 275.000 of people seeking jobs between 














Agree  Not sure Disagree Strongy Disagree 
 
            Activities in my Youth House will help me get a job in the future 
            Participation in my Youth House activities increases my 
employability 
            Participation in my Youth House activities makes me feel me 
equal with my colleagues and friends in the Youth House? 
            Participation in my Youth House activities makes me feel me 
equal to any Moroccan? 
            My association helps me get some basic health services 
            My association takes my opinion in all activities 
            Participating in the activities of my association helped me 
understand human rights 
            Participating in the activities of my association helps me exercise 
some of my rights 
            My Youth House communicates with all members 
            My Youth House tells me about all the meetings 
            My Youth House evaluates all activities 
            My Youth House monitors the activities of Associations 








            I take some decisions in my Youth House 
            Because of the activities in my Youth House, I now participate in 
making some decisions in my family 
            The Ministry supports the work of the Youth House directly 
            The Youth House provides support to all associations 





Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Strongly 
Dissatisfied 
 














فرعأ ال  
 
 5 4 3 2 1 0 
                لبقتسملاب لمع ىلع لوصحلا يف يندعاسيس بابشلا راد يف يتيعمج طاشن
                ليغشتلل يتيلباق نم عفرت يتيعمج ةطشنأ يف ةكراشملا
 راد يف يئاقدصأو يئالمز عم ةاواسملاب ينرعشت ةيعمجلا ةطشنأ يف ةكراشملا
 ؟بابشلا
               
                ؟ةيبرغم وأ يبرغم يأ عم ةاواسملاب ينرعشت ةيعمجلا ةطشنأ يف ةكراشملا
                ةيساسألا ةيحصلا تامدخلا ضعب ىلع لوصحلا يف يندعاست يتيعمج
                ةطشنالا عيمج يف ييأرب ذختت يتيعمج
                ناسنالا قوقح مهف يف ينتدعاس يتيعمج ةطشنأ يف ةكراشملا
                يقوقح ضعب ةسرامم يف يندعاست يتيعمج ةطشنأ يف ةكراشملا
                ءاضعالا عيمج عم لصاوتت يتيعمج
                تاعامتجالا عيمجب ينربخت يتيعمج
                ةطشنالا عيمج مييقتب موقت يتيعمج
                اهميقتو اهتطشنأو ةيعمجلا لامعأ بقارت يتيعمج
                ديج لكشب اهتطشنأ مظنت يتيعمج
 ارذان ارذان انايحأ امئاد 
 ادج
فرعأ ال ادبأ  
                ةيعمجلا يف تارارقلا ضعب ذاختا يف كراشأ
                 يترسأ عم تارارقلا ضعب ذاختا يف نآلا كراشأ ،يتيعمج ةطشنأ ببسب
                رشابم لكشب بابشلا راد لمع معدت ةرازولا
             تايعمجلا لكل معدلا مدقت بابشلا راد ةرادإ
             تايعمجلا يف مكحتتو ررقت بابشلا راد




 ضار ضار دياحم
 ادج
فرعأ ال  
 
                بابش راد يف اهب كراشت يتلا ةطشنالا هاجتا كروعش وه ام
 
بابشلا راد نسلا    سنجلا  
نالسو يكاوطفلا  يباطخلا    20-25  15-20  10-15  5-10 ىثنأ   ركذ   
                    
 
